. 190
ho alighted

ar the car, The persons W
xplosion

frack towards his companion hee
{yom the car then had some talk, MThereatter there was an ¢

as recovere i i
l(.d Ll om one U'Jj H’l(' t'ﬁbl{‘ d eal
1 wWas €( € L1 e rawers b A LI
v il

name “Ashutosh Lahiry’
sabha. It was th ahiry”, General Secre:
5 : catr Al : :
i\ffaha‘tma Gandh? sfr?t?ﬁ%nt, Qf that per'SQ;]y{nA[!é 1;1‘(3112}. Hindu Mala
orward by Mahatma Gp ementation of the 7-poi that they could . 1 :
« yandhi, and that they S\;)gln; programme pil (ase Diary No. 92—
opposed to thi

Cuuse

932 he second diary ig of 21st January and pegins at 4 f_’.lVL
o by Sub-Inspector Dasondha Singh. This diary mainly
‘which was green in

basic policy of
y of Mah
i ahatma ; .
: ri i : i Mhig 198
gﬁ?sacre of 200(()) \Zglfi;geis a?af}?ening inlegifﬁ iﬁ%‘i’hgt added t X :-}rlxiefnsdfhe car that was used by the culprits,
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o T T y, 1948. S, WaE sent to the 9399 The next Police diary 18 ol Tnspector Dayal Singh
Moo 943} nspector Behari Lal had dated 21st January peginning at 10.30 PM. It mentions that 8 remand
arrest the | i .fhe traffic staff had been sent to search f ‘ fad been asked for because the companions of the accused and the
sections ‘307cmp“ts;- It was at this st ‘tﬂso been alerted in O»"Srwcar , remaining, pmperty must be recovered at the pointing out by the
under th ‘and 120B. L.P.C. ito: i th 1-'aL e that the police al rder ‘ accused who was produced before the Special Magistrate, New Delhi,
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would be conducted b; rof_?.ﬁlflers,. further intemg) lons T is “the accused was interrogated up {o thig time, but for contradiéa
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v his camera and A T diary does mot show what documents were taken by e Police
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; also told him tt
] 2 5 E hat he Coul .
‘ ie. in the prayer meeti d take the ph
prayer meeting itself. Th%?gi%’- cgzok{ fx-oﬂ; the front side,
got confused and went (minthly) with them.
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Case Diary No; 3 LS

23.31 Next we have case diary No. 3 dated 22nd January begin
ning at 10 AM. and closing at 6. P.M. by District Inspector Dayul
Singh. At 10 A.M. the entry is that Inspecto
officer interrogated Madanlal. But he was siving

Superintendent. The accused confessed hig guilt and

to point out “about himself and the accomplices on
5]

he was advised to state true facts and not “indulge in
statements”,

Case Diary No. 3-4—

23.32 We have then the most important entr
No. 3-A, of Deputy Superintendent Jaswant Singh purporting to he
from Bombay. This begins on 22ng J abuary at 8 A.M. and closes
at 8 P.M. It states that at 9.10 A.M. these officers met Mr. Nagarvaly
at his house. “He said that he had already been apprised of the fyl]
facts of this case and that he had already had a talk with higher
authorities of Delhj on phone and tkat he had posted special officerg
of the CID. at strategic points. He had made Proper arrangements
for the tracing of the alleged suspects ang had posted men on the
raillway station.... ”. My Nagarvala also told them that he did not
want them to stay where they were staying because he did not want
their grrival to pe known to others which would frustrate the arrest
of persons and he ordered them to get into mufti and meet him: at
the C.ID, office. At 10.30. A M. the entry in the diary is as follows: ——

“At this time T along with Inspector reached the office of C.I.D.
by taxi and contacted My, Nagarvala and again acquaint-
ed with full facts af the case and an English note, which
incorporates a precis of Madanlal’s statement with the
note of Superintendent of Police, New Delhi, at itg foot,
was handed over to My, Nagarvala Sahib who read thig
note carefully and kept it. He returned ‘a written note
covering this case, which is attached. Nagarvala Sahip was
also acquainted with facts concerning Krakree, It was also
brought to his notice that Madanla] accused had stated

that he did not know the name of his associates but had
said that he was Editor of Hindu Rashtriya or Agrani
Newspaper, who was of light black complexion, aged 33/
34, height 5-6”. It is not known whether this Editor be-
longs to Bombay o Poona,_ Apart from thi
acquainted with the descriptions of the three other Mah-
rattas and Maharaj who according to the - accused were
his companions. Special stress was laid on the immediate
apprehension of the Editor of Hindu Rashtriya oy Agrani
Newspaper, and Krakree of Ahmad Nagar, whosge mention
Was specially made by the aceused in his statement: s,

that they may be interrogated. (ta ke un se daryaft ama]
men lai jave)”,

Y in the case diary,

v Jai Dayal and thij.
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other officers 1t -M. ‘they were inform 2
posted a;;c:imhse t%;ts L%gﬁf"dhad t}x;aced the sti;clisel():{s t:neclil nilg = };m(lid o
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y. régarding “Karkra’ . ¢ matter will end success
was coming from Ah a’ he said that an Inspect Success-
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diary closes : out their arrest I ‘the
sleep”. ‘“Slf;bdg ShF M. at which time the t;vow%ﬂd be, Sent,  This
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23.36 Alon ith thi
S e B8 with. this diaty there:isa e
Sﬂgﬁﬁ (())tt ééi}f;]%ﬁpatﬁon the C'\(f)mmi]:sicl); ahgs()crggxlintd Which far. the
‘ ich is Ex. 5-A : g lllalise
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) Qg X LB bl < S W o
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retired as Superi oonam Chand Bhati itne .
hand~wr‘§ins;%?gltend'ent of Police, Jodhp‘uf"a;’ﬁt?ﬁss No. 42, who
bottom of 1'Tght h;fgr(lzmendent Amar Nath Bhatia ’%hree‘st, i
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k] 'ds written ) bage a writing con
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at the back is in th ¢ <6 POELGD Lipty i R
; 1s e hand-writine of Wwe went in a tonga”
rest from A to A-] i« i ‘iting of Ram Chand Bh ti o
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t of various witnesses connected wyitialfffél cslglgllltrfey tthe ?tatek
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directed by the Police to seek the permission of the S

of Police. The entry of 815 BV s “un to this uperintendent

time the statement

* jot find anything use
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of the accused was recorded”. As it was late the recording was
was sent back to the lock-up.

evidently stopped and the accused

Diary No. 4-A of 23-1-48— .
-A is by Sub-Inspector Dasondha

Singh. It begins at 11 A.M. and deals with the investigation at the
Marina Hotel. Kaliram, a bearer of the Hotel who was in charge
of Room No. 40, was examined by the Police, He stated that two
persons, who were Mahrattas and spoke Marathi and knew “little”
Hindustani, had on January 17, 1948 given clothes for washing to
the “dhobi” which were a white shirt, a Jawahar-cut waistcoat and

the other clothes had no mark-

a towel which bore the mark ‘NVG’,
ings. The receptionist Ram Chander disclosed as to who carried their

luggage when they left. There is no indication of any importance
being attached to the discovery of ‘N.V.G." or any use having been

made of it.

23.38 The same day diary 4

93.39 The next important entry is at 3 P.M. and it mentions that
Inspector Dayal Singh was busy interrogating the accused in Civil
Lines Police Station and also that Kali Ram bearer was being
secretly watched as a result of the instructions given by Deputy
Superintendent Kartar Singh. The statement of Kali Ram recorded
by the Police contains a description of the two Mahrattas, who were

living in Room No. 40 of the hotel.

Case Diary No. 4-B of 23-1-48 from Bombay—

93.40 Case Diary No. 4B is by Deputy Superintendent Jaswant
Singh purporting to be from Bombay. It is marked as Ex. 39. It
begins at 10 A.M. of the 23rd January, 1948. It shows that Mr, Nagar-
vala gave Jaswant Singh a list of passengers who travelled from
Bombay to Delhi between January 13 and 20 but Jaswant Singh did
ful in that list. The entry of 12 noon is that
formed them that a Police Inspector
nd had contacted Mr. Nagarvala and

Inspector Kargaonkar had in
But the C.I.D. had

{from Ahmednagar had come a
that “Kirkree was not present in Ahmednagar”.
been instructed to search for the Editor.

93.41 The next entry is that inquiries were made about Kirkree
(Karkare) from Inspector, C.1.D., Bombay, and he was requested
to inform them about the suspects who were responsible for the
occurrence. The Inspector had disclosed to Deputy Superintendent
Jaswant Singh that the real name of Karkree was V. R. Karkta
and he was the owner of the Deccan Guest House, Ahmednagar and
was a zealous worker of the Hindu Mahasabha; and his co-workers
were Badge of Poona, Avtar Singh of Amritsar, Talwar of Karachi,

. Balraj Mehta of Lahore, who also were Hindu Mahasabha workers.
The entry at 12.30 P.M. is that Mr. Nagarvala had returned to the
office and said that he was trying to arrest the suspects and he also
said to the Delhi officers that they were not needed and whenever

he would need them he would send for them. “And ordered in plain
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e oﬁicers’ were informed that kare
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2343 Therefore, this diary i '
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?ror(; %:;I}itai %hf:hféi}"te“rfl;l.c};)mpgexion to the whole case very different
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i _ the utmost i %
diary No. 3-A and Ex..5.A Lrtna(;lllt

Case Diary No. 5 of 94-1-1948—

23.44 The next diary is-dj ]

N e X dlary i diary No. 5 writ
e gl}a'&/)highMbe%llns at 9-30 A.M. on January 24 and closes at § 30 P.M
R Da i § interro yatm‘n of Madanlal was corﬁmen. MM'.
st Inspecto}; Ja_lr]:jgh and Jai Dayal. At 12.00 noon the encted b‘
= Madanlﬁl andlth'éltyal was sent to type the stafemeht evilg W{}S
e récei\'ed ‘a Igspecjcor Dayal Singh continued the intem*b 4
e e };atn order from the Superintendent of Polic ?\? «
i i i af‘% \ teh a Puran Chand to interview Madanlal % o
= fter : enm‘gervxew was finished the recordi of Madan

s statement was continued wh BN g e

ich finished at 9.30 P.M. and it was

taken by Inspector Jai '
Gy pector Jai Dayal to the Deputy Superintendent of Police

ten by Inspector Dayal

Case Diary 5-A of 24-1-48

hor 5 Case diary 5 is again by Sub-Inspector D
and one of theri lggsezé)t the relations of Madanlal were searched
January 17 at about 11 3(;3 Oiz’xai\/fsmgiint%at Madanlal visited him gn
; siate i e L e arriv ity ;

a?;?p:tgyi I;VItht h‘1s friends in connection with lgoigeiia(ifsr,linBofn.bay o
Madanla%‘sgfaih:r }ﬁel o (}; aéehpm‘i‘ Dr. Ahooja also stsjt:él d£h}']1?
- tather was injured during the : L0y i
time of partition. The other relationg %isclosefﬁoglrf?ﬁ?lzl algg:& l@%adthe

T D ladan-

asondha Singh

d'r lhi. At this stae 1himni 7
it o . Ao s stage we g ntte
puty Commissioner Sahip that according %o th(e :tg)tg\iﬁct‘xit
editor of *Agrani’ or ‘Hindy
name, of Kgrkra and the address
dndu Rashtriye’ had been traced
ended, tkey should be sent to Delhj
etur
from the accused Madan] al LI}I]I]

makes some very significant asser-
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93.46 The next entry shows that atter 1 P.M. Inspector ‘Kar'tar '
Singh and Sub-Inspector Dasondha Singh went to the Sharif -

- and there found out that three persons had -arrived on January 17 at

about 2 P.M. and entered their names in the hotel register. They
were B. M. Bias, Madanlal, Angachar, shown as Hindu Businessmen
from Bombay—DBuleshwar. The register also showed their deparfure
for Bombay. The servants of the hotel gave descriptions” of these
three guests and also that they had given certain clothes for washing
which they took away on the day they left the hatei at about 7 P.M.
The entry at 5 .P.M. mentions the fact again that the conspiracy was
to murder Mahatma Gandhi and that it was probable that one of the
servant of Birla House was in the conspiracy or one of the accused

was working there under the “guise of a servant”.

Case Diary No. 6 of 25-1-1948—

23.47 The diary No. 6 of January 95 begins at 12 noon and is
by Sub-Inspector Dasondha Singh. In that it is mentioned that it was
possible that some of the accused had taken refuge somewhere in
Delhi because it appeared that Hindu Mahasabha and R.S.S. had a
hand in the conspiracy and they had a strong “foot-hold” in Delhi.
Under the orders of Superintendent Amar Nath Bhatia special men
were posted at important places in order to trace the culprits. The
next entry in the diary is that Deputy Superintendent Jaswant Singh
and Inspector Balkishan had returned from Bombay and their diaries
had been incorporated in the case diary and that officers of the
C1D. and Inspector Dayal Singh were continuing the interrogation
of Madanlal accused at the Civil Lines Police Station. The Superin-
tendent of Police, New Delhi, was being constantly kept in touch.

Case Diary No. T of 26-1-1948—

93.48 The next diary is No. 7 by Inspector Balkishan from Police
Station Civil Lines. It is dated January 26 and begins at 10.00 A. M.
He started the interrogation of Madanlal. The next entry is at 7.00
P. M. Tt says that the accused was further interrogated but he did
not give any useful information besides what he had already been
given. At 7.30 P.M. the entry is that Madanlal was interrogated

“today” but he did not give out any useful information concerning
the case (Mufid Bat zahir Nahin Hoti).

Case Dim‘y No. 8 of 27-1-1948—

9349 Diary No 8 which is the next diary is again by Inspector
Balkishan. It begins at 10.00 AM. on January 27, and shows that
Madanlal was interrogated. The next entry is at 5.00 P.M. where it
is stated that the interrogation of Madanlal was continued upto that
time, and he has stated that he has already given his true and correct
information and he did not disclose anything useful.

Case Diary No. 9 of 28-1-1948 —

9350 Case Diary No. 9 is dated 28-1-1948 and is by Inspector
Dayal Singh but does not give anything useful for purposes of the
Report. ;
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2351 The case di ;

; diar :
Singh is ¢ ' liary Nq. 10 which is by Sub-Inspectoy Dasondha
a ; ) g S e i
the accusedthseeogflﬁ cirs of the C.1D. were recorc.i"vL i January 29. 1t
e Parately and that the car whic;:lgwgée staéemem -
used for the
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statement which was taken by Mr. Rana when he left on 25th Janu-
ary, 1948. Peculiarly enough, there is no mention of the word
“Agrani” in this document, nor is the “editor” mentioned. The person
mentioned is the proprietor of the “Hindu Rashtriya”. i

23.55 The question then arises why a copy of Madanlal's first
statement Ex. 6 or 36 was not taken by the Delhi policemen who
went to Bombay and why a mere vague kind of a note with the
mention of Karkare and editor was taken. From the diary it appears
that they left Delhi by the 4.00 P.M. plane and must have reached
the aerodrome which in those days used to be at Safdarjang at about
3 or 3.30 P.M. From the time the statement was recorded, which
was midnight of 20th January, 1948, there was enough time for a
copy of the statement to be typed and taken.

23.56 It was submitted and that perhaps is true that in general
notes of statements are taken down briefly and then they are ex-
panded and written into the diaries. The Commission at this stage
‘is not concerned with the propriety or otherwise of the practice.
Fven if that was so, whatever description was given must correspond
{0 what is contained in Ex. 6, and the Commission wil] have to see
as to how far the descriptions contained in Ex. 6 equate with the
description given in Ex. 5-A, if this was the document which was

taken by the Delhi Police officers to Bombay.

2357 In consequence of the information given by Madanlal on
the 20th January, 1948 that two of his companions stayed at the
Marina Hotel, the following police officers conducted further investi-

gation there—

Deputy Superintendent Jaswant Singh,

Inspector Balkishan.

Inspector Mehta Kartar Singh of C.ID. and

Inspector Ram Chander (Ram Chand Bhatia).

In the course of their investigation Room No. 40, where Godse- and
Apte and stayed under assumed names of S, and M. Deshpande, was
searched and a document Ex. p-25, a Press statement of Ashutosh
Lahiri dated January 19, 1948, was recovered there but nothing else.
This showed a Hindu Mahasabha connection of the conspirators. The
statements of some of the employees of the Marina Hotel were then
recorded. Amongst them was Ramchander, the Hotel Receptionist,
Pacheco the Hotel Manager. The Police also visited Hindu Maha-
sabha Bhawan but beyond examining a sadhu who stayed in Room
No. 3 there they seem to have done nothing more, ,

23.58 Kaliram, who was the bearer incharge of Room No. 40
was examined by the Police on the 23rd January and he stated that
both the occupants of Room No. 40, later identified as Godse and
Apte, had given their clothes for washing which he brought and
produced before the Police. In the recovery memo it is shown that
three of them had the mark “NVG”, one a towel, another a khaddar
waistcoat, and the third a white drill shirt. These had been washed

by Kanyaiyalal, washerman, ‘

2359 Kaliram appeared as a witness at the trial, P.W. 10, and
he repeated the story of Nathuram Godse and Apte giving him
clothes for getting them washed and he identified - both of . those
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23.64 The investigation at the Frontier Hotel has been described
in the Police Case Diaries thus. '

- 93.65 In accordance with the instructions received from Bombay,
investigation was conducted regarding Gopal Godse’s stay at the
Trontier Hotel, There the Manager was examined and he produced
& register of residents in which there were two names which are Tele-
vant to the conspiracy to murder case: (i) Gopalam S/o Raju
of Bombay; and (i) G. M. Joshi S/o Joshi of Bhuleshever, Bombay-

93.66 The Manager Ram Prakash stated that he could identify

e visitors who stayed in his Hotel on the 20th. Gopalam came to

the Hotel on the 20th January at about 4.00 P.M. and left the next
day at 8.00 A.M. and then his description is given. Nothing is said
by him about G. M. Joshi. But the register shows that Joshi also
left on the 21st January but at 8.00 P.M. It may be mentioned that
Karkare in his statement before the Bombay police denied that
he stayed in that Hotel. He said that after he found his companions
missing from No. 3 of Hindu Mahasabha Bhawan on the 20th evening,
he hurriedly took his bedding and went to the Birla Dharamsala
where on the pavement he spread his bedding, pulled a blanket on his
face and went to sleep. i

93.67 A track of investigation, which the Delhi Police did not
pursue and therefore missed the opportunity of discovering the
identity of the conspirators soon after the bomb was exploded, was
pressed for consideration of the Commission by Mr. Kotwal: and
that wag not conducting any intelligent investigation on the night
of the 20th January or on the morning following. M. Kotwal
submitted that the police should have interrogated the Secretary
and other officers and employees of the Hindu Mahasabha Bhawan
on the very first night after the bomb just as they did in the case
of the Marina Hotel or at least the next morning; because as para-
graph 17 of the Arst Case Diary shows, the police suspected from
the recovery of Ex. P-95 in Room No. 40 of the Marina Hotel that
{he Hindu Mahasabha was at the back of the conspiracy and that
superior officers were investigating in regard to this matter. This
appears to be an empty rider: He (Mr. Kotwal) referred to many
other matters showing the connection between the Hindu Maha-
sabha, its office bearers and leaders and the conspiracy. All this
<howed. he submitted. that a careful investigation at the Hindu
Mahasabha Bhawan was a necessary requisite of a proper investiga-
tion in regard to which the Delhi Police seem to have been rather

remiss.

93 68 The first Case - Diary of police investigation at Delhi in
paragraph 21 states that the Deputy Superintendent of Police, New
Delhi. and other police officers went to the Hindu Mahasabha Bhawan
which is next door to the Birla Mandir. Room No. 3 where accord-
ing to Madanlal’s statement the accused had stayed, was searched
by the police but nothing was found nor was anything taken into
pogsession from there. and as it was late at night (although not yet

midnight) nothing further wasg done.
99.60 Police Case Diary No, 12 of the Murder case dated February
L pEniUp, TR e Bl e e ionma s Oin [Baka. & resident of
e badddd MB - v Lo b e s Bl

=
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: 23.14 The argument raised was that if on that night the police had
- taken the precaution of making inquiries from Ashutosh Lahiri or his
- Substitute Dr. Satya Prakash at the Hindu Mahasabha Bhawan and
had not just satisfied themselves with the questioning of a sadhu, they
would have been able to get very valuable information in regard to
- the identity of the accused who had stayed there and had suddenly
disappeared which was itself a suspicious circumstance.

 23.75 The facts appear to be that all the accused with the excep-
tion of Godse and Apte stayed in the Hindu Mahasabha Bhawan on
- the night previous to the throwing of the bomb and they were there
* also on the 20th when the bomb was thrown, Godse was known to
. Ashutosh Lahiri for 8 or 9 years and he also knew that Godse was run-
. ning a newspaper in Poona. He also knew Apte who accompanied
. Godse to attend the meeting of the All India Hindu Convention in
- August, 1947. He also knew Karkare though he did not know the
- others. What would have transpired as a result of interrogation, and
‘, whether interrogation at that stage would have been gainful or not,
. may indeed be speculative but an acute and careful investigating
. officer should have interrogated not only him but Dr. Satya Prakash
- also, Although Mr, Ashutosh Lahiri was interrogated after his arrest,
N ‘ther@'is nothing to show that Dr. Satya Prakash was ever questioned.

.~ 23.76 Another piece of evidence which has been emphasised is
. the fact that on the 19th January, 1948 at 9.20 A.M. an urgent call
was booked from the Hindu Mahasabha Bhawan telephone No. 8024
to Savarkar Sadan at Bombay telephone No. 6020, the particular per-
sons, dccording to documents subsequently discovered, were Damle
or Kasar, the former was the Private Secretary of Savarkar and the
* latter, his Bodyguard. At 11.55 A.M. this telephone call was cancelled
. and the charge was Rs. 1—15 As. which is proved by Exs. P-59 and
. P-70 at pages 24 and 32 of the Court Record, Vol. IV,  respectively.
& They are both dated January 19, 1948. P.W. 23, P.R. Kaila, deposed in

Court that the call was ineffective as neither of the particular per-
. sons were available at the other end and this call was paid for on 19th
. May, 1948. These two pieces of evidence perhaps would not have been
* available at once because they had to be got from the telephone office
. but they were in existence and could have been'called for: At any
~ rate, the factum of the booking of the call was there and diligence

‘could have discovered it from the Hindu Mahasabha Bhawan itself.

E 23.77 In his statement made to the Bombay Police, Karkare said
. that Gopal Godse, who was to have arrived the previous night, had
" not arrived at night nor the next morning which had made Nathuram
" Godse rather anxious. And he said that “he was telephoning to diffe-
~ rent places to make inquiries” about Gopal. All three of them, ie,
~ Godse, Apte and Karkare then went into the Hindu Mahasabha Bha-
" wan office and Apte tried to telephone; Karkare was there but Godse
. was near the office. At that time Gopal entered the office and Kar-
kare told Apte about this. They, therefore, came out of the Hindu -
' Mahasabha Bhawan office and went out on to the road. '

2318 There is some eéorr‘oborative evidence in regard to this in-
cident discernible from the murder case Police: Diary No. 49 dated
- 19th March, 1948, There it is stated that Apte came in the morning
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i ¢ Hindu Mahasabha were interrogated, be-
ause no long distance telephone call could be made without the office
fnowing it unless Godse and Apte had a free hand at the Bhawan but
What information also could be valuable, At any rate, diligence, was
lacking and this path was not pursued.
, 23.83 According to Godse’s statement before the Delhi Police dated
[ebruary 1, 1948 (page 46 of the Murder case urdu case diary No. 3),
fie met Ashutosh Lahiri at 9.30 ‘A M. on 19th January, 1948; this fact,
had denied but this denial was at a

however, Mr. Ashutosh Lahiri
ime he had been arrested in the Murder case. The fact that P—25,

Press statement of Ashutosh Lahiri, which was published on that
“yery day, was found in the room occupied by Godse and Apte would
show that the probabilities were in favour of Godse having met Ashu-
tosh Lahiri, and getting Ex, P—25 from Mr, Ashutosh Lahiri. Of
‘Gourse, this is not an absolute proof and is merely inferential but the
probabilities are more in tavour of Godse having met Ashutosh Lahiri
. than not having met him. .
.~ 23.84 The facts established are that Godse was a prominent Hindu
. Mahasabha worker and might even have been elected its Secretary.
Mr. Ashutosh Lahiri, who was also a very prominent worken in the.
" organisation, had issued a repudiation of hig organisation having
P signed the nine-point pledge required by Gandhiji and that was found
B i) Godse’s or Apte’s possession, at least in their room. The inference
would not have been far fetched that the one or the other got it from
‘Lahiri. At least this line of investigation was not will-o’-the-wisp.

s 23.85 Mr Kotwal very strongly relied: on the fact that the Hindu
" Mahasabha people knew both Godse and Apte well. For this, inter
* alia, he referred to the following.

93.86 The police statement of Apt
© that Karkare came to the Marina Hotel on the morning of 18th
" January, saying that he had not been able to secure accommodation
" in the Hindu Mahasabha Bhawan. Therefore, Nathuram Godse gave
" him a chit addressed to the manager of the Bhawan requesting him to
arrange necessary accommodation for Karkare. Karkare has stated at
page 80 of his police statement at Bombay that when he could not get
o (hiohy accommodation at Hindu Mahasabha Bhawan, Godse said that
.~ he would make arrangements for him. He wrote out a chit to the
 manager of the Hindu Mahasabha Bhawan and he (Karkare) handed
over the chit to the manager on reading which he asked him to occupy
d informed Apte

" Room No. 3. He then returfied to the Marina Hotel an
Room No. 3. That was about 11 or

" and Godse that he had been given
{130 AM. on the 18th. It is the knowledge of this chit that Mr.
~ Ashutosh Lahiri has denied. Tt appears the chit was for two persons
" je., for Karkare and Madanlal because he also stayed in that room.
| 9387 Tntelligence Bureau File No. 13/HAT(R)/59-IV, Ex. 224C,
" dated 7th March, 1948, at page 143 shows that an employee of the
"~ Hindu Mahasabha, Ram Sinsh. was traced and he stated that four or
" fiye men, one of them a Puniabi and four Marathas stayed in room No.
3 of the Bhawan. He sawt them on 90th January, 1948, and had a talk
with them. They left at about 8 AM. and came back at 12 noon and
after a short time left in a car. One of them returned at 8 P.M. and

e at Bombay at page 34 shows
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B 23.95.0n the 31st January, 1948 a telegram purporting to be from
N.D. Apte was sent from Bombay to the Secretary, Hindu Mahasabha
‘ hawan, at Delhi, the contents of which were as follows— .

 “ARRIVING DELHI ARRANGE FOR DEFENCE”

Phis telegram had, really been sent by one Miss Manorma Salve, who
Y (vidently was a lady friendly with Apte. She was examined by the
Bombay police on 13-2-1948 and she stated that on the 28th January
(this date appears to be wrong) she met N.D. Apte on receiving his
elephone call and went to the Sea Green Hotel to meet him. Apte ap-
peared to be in a hurry and told her that she should send the above
gram if she heard anything regarding Godse within the next 5 or
ays. All this shows that N.D. Apte was well-acquainted with the
icors of the Hindu Mahasabha Bhawan at Delhi.

9396 Karare’s statement made before the Bombay police at pages
shows that plans of {the operation on 90th January were laid on
‘the 19th January, 1948 at 900 P.M. showing thereby that qua the
onspirators the Hindu Mahasabha Bhawan was an important place
hich the police in the matter of investigation treated in a casual
nner, Sub-Inspector Dasondha Singh as P.W. 116, stated: “I did
ot record the statement of any Ram Singh of the Hindu Mahasabha.
did not record the statement of Sham Deshpande”. Deputy Superin-
dent Jaswant Singh as P.W. 117 said in connection with the inves-
ation at the Hindu Mahasabha Bhawan office on the 20th that when
" they visited room No. 3 there was no one in it. “We questioned the
howkidar whose name was Gian Singh and not Ram Singh as to who
he occupants of the room were”. The Secretary of the Hindu Maha-
\abha stayed in the Hindu Mahasabha building but he (Jaswant Singh)
lid not try to contact him. He did not see any refugees in the veran-
h in front of room No. 3 which was locked at the time but was
ened by the chowkidar, but no entries were made in the case diary
sgarding his visit to the Hindu Mahasabha building. All this, Mr.
Cotwal rightly argued, showed that the investigation regarding the
Hindu Mahasabha at least on, the 20th January was of a casual nature.

. 2397 For the reasons given above a vigorous and intelligent inves-
tigation' at the Hindu Mahasabha Bhawan was a requisite whic
" could i1l be neglected. In spite of that track of investigational line
. being pursued, the pursuit might have proved abortive but the fact
'\ that it was never attempted at early stages could only mean losing
" 5 valuable opportunity of an early discovery of the identity
of the conspirators. And if this information could have been made
ailable to Bombay Police the course of investigation there wou d
ot have been tangential.

9398 The Commission would like to observe that this track of
. argument has quite an amount of speculative basis; but it is only valid

8 {0 this extent that there were some very important clues which could

f have become available to the police if investigational energies had
R been directed in that direction. Not attempting would have been a
N cure overlooking them.

B Defects apparent on the record ’ :

‘ 93.99 Investigational processes followed by the Delhi Police in the

‘bomb case do not show that amount of care and acumen and careful
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but this much is certain that making no inquiries was a serious draw-
back. ‘ -

93.106 After the 20th the only activity which the police diaries
show is of interrogation of Madanlal which, as far as the Commission
is able to see, did not lead to anything more than what the police
had already got in the very first statement assuming that the state-
ment, Ex. 6, was made and has been correctly incorporated in the
police diary. As a matter of fact, subsequent statements of ‘Madanlal
disclosed the omission of the word “Agrani” rather than any material
addition.

93.107 It is stated in the police diaries that the plainclothes police-
men were alerted and given some descriptions of the suspected per-
sons and were asked to keep a watch at the rail land air terminals.
But with those vague descriptions, assuming they were given, no re-
sults could have been attained as indeed the fact that Godse and Apte
flew back into Delhi and went to the railway station, proceeded from
there to Gwalior and back and again stayed in Delhi.at the Delhi
Main Railway Station ahd were going to the Hindu Mahasabha Bha-
van and coming back from there and reconnoitring Birla House with-
out being identified or recognised shows. It was in this matter that
the induction of police officers from Bombay could have been of the
greatest help. | ‘

93.108 Assuming that the name “Agrani” was given on the very
first day and that with that information two police officers were flown
to Bombay, there is nothing to show that the D.IB., the Delhi L.G.P.
took any intelligént interest in finding out from Bombay as to what
wag happening ‘there, nor did he take the slightest trouble to find
out the identity of the editor of the “Agrani” and the “Hindu
Rashtriya” which could easily be found, as Mr. MK. Sinha, witness
No. 44 has said, from the records available in the C.I.D. If that was

so, a telegraphic requisition should have been, sent for the arrest of
Godse and Apte to Poona and Bombay and as has been discussed
clsewhere 'the Bombay Police with the aid of Poona Police should
have been able to arrest them. If even then they failed the reason
would not have been inaction.

93109 Even after the return of the Delhi policemen from Bom-
bay without achieving anything substantial and with the grievance
that they had, Delhi police should have at once telephoned or tele-
graphed to the Poona police giving them information about the edi-
for of the “Agrani” and inquiring as to who he was, who his compa-
nions were, what his activities were and what his haunts were and
should have made a requisition for their arrest rather than leaving
it to Mr. U.H. Rana who went leisurely to Bombay via Allahabad.
The Delhi police did absolutely nothing about this and confined
themselves to routine investigation. The investigation itself was not
of a high order. It also gives one an impressions that the Delhi police
was entirely paralysed and after the 24th January when their offi-
cers had returned assuming that they were insulted and sent back
unceremoniously, the officers did absolutely nothing and Mr. Banner-
jee is right when he says that it was due td inefficiency and lethargy
of Mr. Sanjevi whose helplessness and paralysis is writ large over the
whole of Ex. 7, his explanation.
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his own C.ILD. to protect the Mahatma; and (¢) why did he not get
" help of Rao Sahib Gurtu even on 29th when he got to Poona and
‘“get him
Kgamte caid that he could not subscribe to the propositions that the
Bombay police had done all that they could in the matter of pre-
cautions to be taken about Mahatma Gandhi. Mr. Rana’s reply in
defence is letter dated April 15, 1948, Ex. 30, wherein he said—

on the move”. In his letter Ex. 32 dated March 6, 1948 Mr.

“I' did thot think it necessary t{o take further action at this
stage in view of the above facts which led me fo presume
that the gang must have been located in Bombay. How-
ever, I had one C.I.D. Head Constable J adhav and he was
directed to move about in, Delhi and visit Railway stations
and try to locate Karkare whom this Head Constable knew
as a communist from Ahmednagar”.

Entrusting such a colossal task to one single Head Constable

”appears to be a wholly futile act.

93116 Mr. Rana did not think it necessary at that stage to send

‘a few special men from Bombay to Delhi. Mr. Kamte was questioned
about his letter Ex. 31-A wherein he had put the following two

questions to Mr. Rana—

“Did you take any steps: (i) to arrest them immediately; and
(ii) to send men to Delhi to comb out Delhi and to arrest
the men there”.
93117 He was presuming, he said, that Mr. Sanjevi must have
told Mr. Rana to do the needful, meaning (i) and (ii) of Ex. 31-A.

93118 Mr. Morarji, witness No. 96, agreed with Mr. Kamte as

4o the action which the Bombay police should have taken except
‘that (i) no offence could be registered as there was no offence com-

mitted in Bombay; and (ii) he could not send police to Delhi unless

‘the Delhi police had asked for it. And the Delhi police should have

asked for Maharashtrian police after they got the statement of
Madanlal.

j 93.119 Mr. R.N. Banerjee, witness No. 17, before Mr. Pathak,
stated that in the circumstances of the case it was the duty of the
Bombay police to have sent their men to Delhi and it was the duty
of Mr. Sanjevi to have insisted on Bombay sending their policemern
{0 Delhi in order to trace the associates of Madanlal and also to pre-
vent further activities of theirs. They would have been able to iden-
tify ' the conspirators of Madanlal. Before this Commissions Mr.
Banerjee said—

“T would also like to add that at that time there was a con-
vention that whenever an offence was committed in one
province by persons who belonged to another province,
the .police of the latter province would be called in to
assist the local police for apprehending those accused
persons”. :

Again, when he was recalled, he said—

“There were three acts of omission in this case: (1) the Bombay
Police did not take action for three or four days after they
got the information; (2) the Delhi Police did not remind
the Bombay Police or did not ask them what they were

i

oy
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93126 Mr. H.V.R. Iengar, the Home Secretary, in a note ‘dated

“as soon as it became clear
ain Maharashira Brahmins
hood, to commit assassina-

that part of the Bombay Province should

tion, plain clothes men from

have been summoned to Delhi, on the chance that they might have
been able to identify these persons if :

oaid that Mr. Sanjevi had said ombay Police did not
take the conspiracy to assassina
theirs. “Personally, I
was a failure in Delhi to insist on t

ns if they came to Birla House”. He

te seriously, the responsibility was
do not accept this view and think that there
his precaution”. ‘

s of the Intelligence Bureau to
Mr. Sanjevi to Mr.
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93.127 Annexure D to the replie
ire sent to them is a letter from

dated February 7, 1948. To that is a
£ the conspiracy

ay under the supervision of Mr.
ala was to assist him and
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taff to be at Bomb

harge of the investigation

staff would be required. It also says that the men selected for the

investigation should be “hand-picked” and should be armed with
would carry their uniforms with them, they

ired. The whole investigation was to

f the Director, Intelligence Bureau.

Why were these handpicked‘ men not brought into the investiga-
tional proces That might have

s or into the protective force earlier?
averted the catastrophe in spite of what Gopal Godse, wit. 33, may
say. '

93.198 The Inspector General of Police of Maharashtra, Mr. A.G.
Rajadhyaksha, wrote to the Maharashtra Government, Ex. 253, dated
may 16, 1968, in reply to its letter to him and said that there was no
duty cast upon the then Bombay Province to send its officers suo motu
to Delhi. He has said the proper thing to do was that on the Delhi
Police informing the Bombay Police of the statement made by
Madanlal implicating persons belonging to the Bombay Province,
the Bombay Police cou deputed its officers to
Delhi to locate the agsociates of Madanlal if they were still there
and this might have prevented the assassination. He also said—

«T would like to say here that the normal procedure is that

when a person belonging to a particular State commits
an offence in another State and also gives information
regarding his associates from the State from which he
comes, the local police normally take him back to his
State, contact the loca 1 nd through them fry and

locate his associates and others connected with the crime.
If it is necessary, te contacted also

the officers from the Sta
go to the State in which the offence is committed if the
associates are likely to be found in that State, but that
is only on requisition from the local Police”.
93199 Mr. A.G. Rajadhyaksha appeared as a witness and sup=
Fx. 253. He added that it

ported what he had stated in his letter, ]
was not for the Bombay Police to send people to Delhi but it was
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Lacuna NO., 2w

23.136 It was argued that Madanla] should have been sent to
Bombay, Poona, and Ahmednagar, with the Delhi police after his
statement made on January 24, 1948. He could have been confronted
in all these places and would have been interrogated by the police
there. Crime Report No. 6 shows that during the interrogation of
Madanlal by the Bombay Police on February 4, 1948, Badge was
brought from Poona but he denied all knowledge of the conspiracy.
When he was confronted with Madanlal accused, who identified him
as the Sikh Maratha referred to by him, and after he was subjected
to searching interrogation, Badge broke down and made a clean
breast of the whole conspiracy and the persons involved therein.
He said that the attempt on Gandhiji’s life on January 20, 1948, was
in pursuance of this conspiracy. It was rightly submitted that what
was done after the murder should have been done after the 24th
January, if not after the 20th, when Ex. 6 according to Delhi Police

was made.

Mr. A.N. Bhatia, Wit. 17—

23.137 Mr. Amar Nath Bhatia Police Superintendent of New
Delhi, witness No. 17, said that he did not know anything about

' Mr. Sanjevi’s orders for Madanlal to be taken to Bombay, but D.S.P.

Kartar Singh, wit. 26, said that he had a distinct recollection that
before the murder it was proposed by Mr. Sanjevi that Madanlal
should be flown to Bombay so that the Bombay police could interro-
gate him and arrangements were made to put that proposal into
effect but Mr. Sanjevi countermanded his previous orders  and
Madanlal was not sent.

93.138 Rai Sahib Rikhikesh, witness No. 13, when recalled said
that there was a proposa] to send Madanlal to Bombay before the

" murder but he could not say why it did not materialise.

23189 This matter was put in the questionnaire to the Intelli-
gence Bureau and to the Government of India. The former in reply
to Question No. 28 said that there was no record in the Intelligence
Bureau in regard to the matter. The latter in reply te Question

 No. 36 also replied that in spite of diligent search it was not possible

to find any record dealing with the matter.

93.140 The course of investigation in Bombay after the murder
and the comparatively quicker and successful results of the investi-
gation in Bombay leads one to the conclusion that if this course had
‘been adopted, the course of events might have been different. It
cannot be overlooked that we are looking at the matter 21 years after
the occurreiice. ;

Lacuna No. 3—

23.141 In Ex. 1 which is the fuller statement of Madanlal dated
January 24, the name of the newspaper “Hindu Rashtriya” of
Poona was given and also its proprietor was mentioned. Although
it should have been possible for Mr. Sanjevi to find out the identity

. of the proprietor, he did not do so. A reference may be made to

Exs. 198, 199, 199-A, and 201. Ex. 198 is an extract from the Bombay
list of newspapers and their proprietors and editors and relates to
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Lacuna No. 4—

23.142 The Delhi i .
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93.144 The Intelligence Bureau was questioned in regard to the

‘ gystem of indexing and in reply to question No. 1 of the Questionnaire
it said—

“There is a system of index cards in the Bureau. The names

of persons or subjects connected with general agitation
such as: Civil Disobedience, Seditious speeches, etc. were
more sparingly marked than those of persons concerned
with violence and active revolutionary movements. The
names of Indians abroad were also marked more freely
than they would be if they were in India. Only the names
of persons of very real importance were to be marked when
their activities were confined to their own Province. The
Bureauw’s main concern was with persons whose activities

were inter-Provincial or international”.

93.145 In reply to another question, it was said that when a card
is prepared for an individual his identity is indicated and very

" priefly reasons are also indicated on the card. Madanlal’s card shows

that he was a refugee and led a procession of refugees in Ahmed-
nagar. The exact date is not given. At any rate, this much is clear
that the mame of Madanlal had been sent up by the Ahmednagar
Police in connection with his activities in Ahmednagar. This docu-

" ment was seen in the Intelligence Bureau by high officials and his

name was indexed, though not in connection with anti-Gandhi or
political activities.

' 23146 In the Times of India of 21st January, 1948, Ex. 106, the
name of Madanlal was given out as the person who threw the bomb

" and it was stated that his companions had escaped in a car but they

had not been apprehended till midnight. Madanlal stated that he was
from Montgomery and had migrated to Bombay and had returned
to Delhi and was staying at the railway station.

93.147 In the Daily Statesman of 21st January (Ex. 106-A) the
name given was Madanlal who was carrying a ration card in the
name of Balbir Singh and it was stated that three of his companions
had escaped in the confusion and that policemen have been posted
at all exits from the city. Besides this, it was stated that there was
a formidable plot on the life of Mahatma Gandhi; and the hand-
grenade found on' the person of Madanlal was to be used against
Mahatma Gandhi himself. ‘

93.148 In the Hindustan Times of 21st January, Ex. 106-B. account
is given of the arrest of Madanlal. This news is given on the front
page but in a comparatively unimportant place with an unimportant
heading “Bomb Goes Up Near Prayer Ground”. There also the bomb
throwing was taken as an attempt on the life of Mahatma Gandhi.
Tn that newspaper the statement of Madanlal as given does not dis-
close that he had gone to or was connected with Bombay.

93.149 Therefore, one would expect the Director of the Intelli-
ence Bureau to get his own records searched for any clues regarding
the bomb thrower and one would also expect that the name Madanlal
would tingle in the memory of two high officials like the Deputy
Director and an Assistant Director; yet these are matters which the
Commission cannot lose sight of (1) that the name Madanlal Kash-
mirilal could easily confuse an officer in Northern India where




Jith the interrogation of Madanlal would have produced' more in-
prmation. At the most it is speculative and that by itself cannot
0 taken to be a failure on the part of Mr. Sanjevi in his investiga-

lunal processes.
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Lacuna No. T—
. 23153 The Delhi Police officers were sent to Bombay on the 21st
Junuary. They returned from there on the 24th January and met
‘Superintendents of Police of Delhi on the morning of 25th Janu-
Wry. Mr. Sanjevi’s note, Ex. 7, in paragraphs 5 and 6 sets out what
{he Delhi Police officers on their return reported to Delhi. In these
‘paragraphs emphasis is laid om the Police officers telling Mr. Nagar-
wala that one of the accused mentioned by Madanlal was the editor
S 0f the “Agrani” or the “Hindu Rashtriya” and that C.ID. Inspector
there told them that Inspector of Police from  Ahmednagar had
rived and he had been told to make a search for the editor of the
grany” or the “Hindu Rashtriya” and that some names were given
0 Deputy Superintendent Jaswant Singh when he asked for infor-
ation in regard to Karkare and his associates. Those names were
‘Badge of Poona, Avtar Singh of Amritsar, Talwar of Karachi, and
Balraj Mehta of Lahore. Paragraph 6 also mentions that Delhi Police
officers handed over to the Inspector, C.ILD., a brief note on the case
‘with the names and description of the accused wanted as far as
J"nown, then, a point on which Mr. Nagarvala was not questioned
although he was cross-examined at length.

‘ 93.154 It is surprising that after this complaint was made to the
D.IB., he never took the trouble to find out from Nagarvala as to
what had happened. It is true that he did tell Mr. U.H. Rana of the
complaint by the Delhi Police officers but he never found out from
' Nagarvala himself what had happened. As submitted by Mr. Kotwal,
‘from 21st January, 1948, to 27th January, 1948, the D.LLB. who was
also the Inspector General of Police, Delhi, did nothing and even
‘after the fuller statement of Madanlal a copy of which was given
" {o Mr. Rana on the 25th, he took no steps to get into touch with the
Provincial C.I.D., Poona, to find out as to who the proprietor of the
" “Hindu Rashtriya” was. The Commission I§ not overlooking the fact
that Mr. Rana was himself the D.I.G. (C.I.D.), Bombay.

 23.155 Even when Rana and Nagarvala rang him up on the 27th
evening and Rana told him that Nagarvala had good reasons for
ot allowing Police officers to move about in Bombay, and Nagarvala
| gave the information in regard to the theory of kidnapping of
Mahatma Gandhi, there is nothing in paragraph 8 to indicate that
" Mr. Sanjevi demurred in any way to or reacted sharply or even
mildly against this rather unusual theory on which Nagarvala was
" working. All that he said in paragraph 8 is, “I asked him about the
~ absconding accused whose names or descriptions were given to the
" Delhi Police by Madanlal”. This paragraph does not go further and
" say which names or what descriptions had been given to Nagarvala
" by the Delhi Police officers. Mr. Nagarvala has denied any  such
guestion having been put to him.

. 23156 If, as it is claimed, Madanlal had indicated in his state-
rment of the 20thgJanuary, Ex. 6, the proprietor of “Hindu Rashtriya”
or the editor of the “Agrani” to be one of his companions, the Com-
mission is unable to find any reason why the D.LB. did not at once

reasonably have been ex i
g b e sear%icets.d to think of My, Sanjevi should have

Lacuna; No, 5
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23,162 The two police officers returned after two days. On the

- dbth January, Mr. Sanjevi gave a copy of the statement of Madanlal
tade on the 24th to the D.I.G., GLD., Poona, Mr. Rana. This was a

detailed statement. On arrival, the D.I.G. and Mr. Nagarvala contact-
od Nir, Sanjevi on the telephone and Nagarvala promised to send a
letter by air next morning with a copy to the D.I.G., C.I.D., Poons,
but no letter was received excepting the one sent on the 30th which
ctontained no information about the assassins.

23.163 Unfortunately, the D.I.B. from the 25th to the 30th morn-

 ing did nothing to find out as to what had been done in regard to the
~ persons mentioned in the fuller statement of Madanlal; and it is still
~ more unfortunate that the statement of the 20th January purported

1o have been made by Madanlal containing descriptions, names and

| moentioning the editor of the ‘Agran? or ‘Hindu Rashtriya’ was sent
- through the police officers of Delhi and yet no contact was made by
~ the D.IB. or by any other high ranking police officer in Delhi with
- Mr. Nagarvala to find out from him as to what he had done or was
~ doing in regard to that information and why he was not asked as to
~ why no credence was given to the information alleged to have been

. given by the Delhi police to him.

23164 It is indeed a very perplexing situation. According to
Delhi Police they took a document which contained the description

- of some of the accused persons; contained the name of Karkare; and

mentioned the editor of the ‘Agrani’ or the ‘Hindu Rashtriya’ which,
[act 1s flatly and emphatically denied by Mr. Nagarvala and it is still

~ more perplexing that the name ‘Agrani’ is not mentioned in the fuller ‘

statement of Madanlal made on the 24th January and a copy of which
was given to Mr. Rana on the 25th January, 1948, nor was it men-
tioned in his police statement at Bombay after the murder. In spite

* of the name of the ‘Hindu Rashtriye’ having been mentioned, it is
- astounding that the Delhi Police made no effort to find out the iden-
- fity of this person. It is still more astounding that the name of ‘Hindu
- Rashiriya’ was admittedly given to Mr. Rana though it is doubtable

~ whether it was to Mr, Nagarvala or not, and yet no effort should have
- been made by him on his reaching Bombay or even Poona to find out
to who this person was and to. warn both the Bombay Police and
hie Delhi Police to be on a look-out for him. It would be unbelievable
if that thing did not happen as it did, that Mr. U.H. Rana should have
gone through the statement of Madanlal along with Mr. Sanjevi as
Mzr. Sanjevi’s note shows and neither of them should, on the 25th
January, have taken the slightest trouble to find out from the Intel-
ligence Bureau or the Press Information Bureau or the C.ID. as to
“Wwho the proprietor of the “Hindy Rashtriya” was. Admittedly, there
was mention of it in the statement of Madanlal of the 24th.

htl H., Rana, Wit. 3—

23.165 1t may be rvemarked that Mr. Rana as witness No. 3 has
denied that Sanjevi gave him the name of the “Agrami” or mention-
"0 its proprietor or the editor or the name of the “‘Hindu Rashtriya”,
its proprietor or editor, and he was emphatic that the names of

~ Ihese papers were never mentioned to him. He has also stated that
‘the correct. position was as given in his correspondence with Mr,
Kamte, Inspector General of Police, which are Exs. 30, 31, 31-A, 32
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Lacuna No. 9—
Mr. Banerjee, Wit. 19 (K), Wit. 17 (Pathal)—

23.166 Mr. R. N. Banerjee as witnes
: - NI s No. 19 before this Co
thc]);;n st(?;tz(ij kfhat" the (t:hdJnot know of the conspiracy to m.lisx"d(é(l)“nll\;lgﬁ-
a i prior to January 30, 1948, and the first ti
to know about it was on the 3lst at the e Thad o g
. t-cremation ti -
mally, the police should have informe?i Iilo's Sy
s ‘ ! im of i in hi
gigzgém ilg S}eiczre_ttz;:r};1 of tém‘fHome Ministry andﬂl\l/ﬁr ngigler\ic}\]mghlﬁ
] uch with him. Before Mr. Pathak as witne
ssagfljé}‘}g Ezéne tth1_n% as bgfo}fe this Commission. .H(fs:dljlg.cllzﬁg‘f }1{/2111(1
1jevi not informed the: D issi d hi ei -
s e Deputy Commissioner of Delhi either.

“1 would put it to gross incompetence and letharg art
of Mr. ba}n]evi that he did not care to infoéﬁnoréitﬁ:rp;ié
or to rem_md the Bombay Police as to what action they had
beer} taking. He had said in that meeting that he had not
rer_mnde_d the Bombay Police after the return of the police
officers of Delhi who had been sent by him...... Mr, Sanjevi
admitted that he had not reminded the Bombay Police:’l’

23.167 According to the Punj i '

/ jab Police Rules, No. 24.15 i
rcépIor§§ were to be sent by the Inspector General {o the Gov,ersr?r(]?lcelfll'1
r&l i nB'1a (}\_/hmstry of Home Affairs) but evidently none were sent tc;
i it qr}el jee. In reply to question No. 27 of the interrogative ques-
]fl)?;]erclz%:)le tfot}ghel(%noifl(_arnment of India, regarding the d?lties of t}:e

ector’ o. e Intelligence Bureau vis-a-vi inistr

position was described thus:— e

“@. 27. Would it be his duty to re all i '

: S port all important 'S

like danger t‘o‘the life of Mahatma Gandhi,pto t}ile ﬁﬁf}ﬁg
of Home Affairs and also to regularly report the stéps is
taking or has taken to meet the danger? ‘

Ans. It would be the duty of the Director, Int 11
i & | elligence Bure:
to keep the Home Minister and the Minist;y of lﬁglii:
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Affairs informed about the threat or danger to important
persons like Mahatma Gandhi, It would also be his duty
to caution officers and officials working under him to re-
‘main vigilant about such threat or danger and to take such
other measures necessary to collect further = intelligence
thereon. He would also warn the State CIDs about such
developments and impress upon them their importance
and urgency. In all these matters he would keep the Minis-
try of Home Affairs informed”. !

93.168. Mr. Banerjee has stated that if he had known anything
about this matter, he would have taken as much meticulous care in
regard to what police was doing in regard to the Bomb case investi-
gation as he did after the murder. ‘ |

93.169 It was also argued and rightly that if the Director, Intel-
ligence Bureau, could send his own officers to Alwar, Agra, Gwalior
after the murder ,why should he not haye done this earlier after the
Bomk throwing. : :

93170 Mr. M.K. Sinha, witness No. 44, said that if the informa-
tion which Madanlal had given in his statement had been given to
hirn as an 1.B. officer, he would have got into touch with the C.ID,
Bombay, on the secraphone and would have told them what had hap-
pened and requested them to try to arrest the persons whose descrip-
tions had been given by Madanial. He would also have got into touch
with the Inspector General of Police and the C.ID., at Poona and
would have been constantly in touch with them to find out tiie pro-
gress of the investigation, ‘

93171 Mr. M. K. Sinha when recalled said that the full statement
disclosing a conspiracy to murder Mahatma Gandhi should have been
reported to the Home Ministry, and in this particular case it was the
duty of Mr. Sanjevi as Inspector General of Police, Delhi, to keep
the Home' Secretary and the Home Minister informed.

Lacuna No. 10—

93172' Tt cannot strictly be called 4 failure on the part of Mr.
Sunjevi himself but is a matter which does concern the conduct of
the Delhi police. In the noting made in the Government of India
Secretariate made on the explanation given by Mr. Sanjevi, Ex. i
and by Mr. Nagarvala, Ex. 14, there is a remark by Sardar Patel
that it was a mistake to have sent a Deputy Superintendent of Police
to Bombay, a remark with which the Commission agrees particularly
after having seen the whole course of conduct of the two respective
forces, Bombay and Delhi police. But that fact alone was no justifica-
tion for Mr. Nagarvala not trying to find out from the officers what
they knew or why they had been sent.

93173 There is one matter which has not been explained and for
which explanation could not be sought from Deputy Superintendent
Jaswant Singh because he is Jead and Inspector Balkishan was rather
ineffective. And that was why did the two Police officers who went
to Bombay. besides giving the information which they allege they
gave to Mr. Nagarvala and which they have incorporated in their
police diaries No. 3-A and No. 4-B, not orally tell Mr. Nagarvala what
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W m Madanlal after the 24th January 1948;
o ing;z : B Baner]ee_of the facts of the case aﬁd b
s Secref:;ga?on ‘and in not getting him to move Dtllfe:
i 1\>IZ oBBowrrﬂ.oay to see what was being done by
i havé o r.h aneriee had been broucht in earlier. he
s o Deer;1 tammerlnq a’g Mr. V.T. Deheiia the Seére:
L adminiqtratp T ment..who in his turn eould have used
Bl moif\:ae Eﬁtt)e;;e?cet }’lco get the Provincial Police
S orﬂy o 131 re.e fertility of this course of

R e :

Wy, D. W. Mehra, Wit. 23—

v3.175 Witness No. 23, Mr. D.W. Mehra, at the relevant time was
‘the Deputy Inspector General of Police at Delhi. He was a NW.F.P. -
Officer. His statement is that there was resentment against the
" \Mahatma because of his insistence on giving 55 crores. There were no
big demonstrations outside Birla House at the time but people occa-
" Gionally objected to the recitation of the Quran at the Mahatma’s
| meetings. Before the bomb was throwh there was no indication of any
" danger to his life. When his attention was drawn to the statement
" made by other witnesses that people used to shout “GANDHIJI KO
" MARNE DO”, his reply wag that that was never brought to his notice
nor could he recollect anything about large crowds collecting outside

" Birla House and shouting such slogans.

, 93176 News of explosion of the bomb was conveyed to him bet- |
 ween 6 and 7 P.M. on 20th January. The information was that a bomb
 had been exploded but no damage had been done and nobody was in-

» jured, and that Mr. Sanjevi had taken over charge of the investiga-
tion. As he himself had high temperature he could not go to the place

: of occurrence.

v3.177 He attended Mahatma’s prayer meetings between the 21st
| and the 24th after which he fell ill again. He did not do any investi-
~ gation himself. But he was kept informed about it by Police Superin-
" tendent A.N. Bhatia, who told him that Madanlal had given a descrip-
* tion of his co-conspirators and they belonged to Bembay province and
" {he name of one of them was Karkare. Al] that is contained in his
note. Additional police was ordered to be posted at Birla House after

" the bomb incident and Mr. Mehra gave them general instructions as
"~ {0 what was to be done by them. He himself went to the Mahatma

" and suggested that strict screening of the visitors was necessary. He

did not know whether any instructions had been given to the Police

" to keep a watch on Marathas (really Maharashtrians) from Bombay
- Province.

93178 The statement of Madanlal made on
the witness and he was asked whether from that it should have
struck the Police that the likely assailants were from Maharashtra;
his reply was in the affirmative. When asked if he had given instruc-
tions to the Police to keep a watch for this class of persons, he said
that he gave no such order, because Mr. Sanjevi was incharge and he
was looking after the entire matter. He himself did not make any
suggestion in regard to this matter. When asked whether Poona

Police, if it had been called in and posted outside Birla House, would
“4t is possible

have been able to spot the future murderers, he replied,

that they might have been able to do it. Tt is also possible that they
might not have been able to do it. The question is highly hypotheti-
eal’?
93179 It they had ordered even suspicious looking persons to be
searched, it would have annoyed Gandhiji and he would have left
Delhi Tt was not correct, he said, that when an offence is commi_tted
by a person from another Province, the Police of that Province
would be called in to help in the investigation. It might happen in
tmportant cases but not ordinarily. He could not say why Bombay

Police wasg not called in.

20th was read out to

F
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Sanji?/'ilbt(])n aI"tIeamgt thx_ Rana, 1)’.I;G., Poona, and he wag told by M
e clpy of Madanlal’s statement had been given to M
Ll ;)}7;1 d not say whether it was a full confessional glule
e o va?ziytc(})l pirépﬁogr%d'he knole }\lzvhether any‘precautions‘wvw
] ‘ving in Delhi by air, rail o (oly 5}

was sure that some precautions must ha 7 An e
: TEC ve been taken. far as he

\Cz\?euelrcli g(e]atc}?llecéc §1e neither met Mr, Banerjee nor Mr.e Ifliaﬁghlaa\;:;“lww
o Exa‘rll[) %:L)h iﬁgﬁgg&é%g Whlgn _atstked how he came to senil
e, e, igh- cemmittee on the 3l1st ary

he; said that he was dlrec_ted by Mr, Sanjevi to get hold of I?:T}?erlltlilu”{\n'

\s;ilbicéﬁdi;zgzes,‘ Mr. Mehra~ produced a copy of this note, Ex. 10-A
Whicr; Couldgéggsh ;gg 1gléaerne.s cgl the_ perslons present at the meetin;'!

n 11 the original note, Ex.10, q
then know as to who would be present at the meetingés e

23.181 He sent a note to Mr B jee i
; . Banerjee in the :
March of 1948, Ex. 44. Unfortunately, this is a copifecxgr?l(iichhizlfngt'.

signed and is not dated. Thi ; i
Ve A ol doubtghls was to clear up some points about which|

23182 By Janu . : [
been brought underarc)(;n%?gf the communal situation in Delhi had

23.183. He was cross-examined b i
| y Mr. Vaidya. He ‘
: lfll(isvf é oice‘ that Rana flew to Bombay when he gctuall;ﬁ i‘xsze?;kf)cxi/ ?'Za}ii]
ply was that somebody must have told him that Rana Was'ﬁyin;:“

and that is why h 1 ¥ :
Wt y he must have written it. As to who told him he was

mitt;i?i.lt? tK}?th%nI‘zgked‘ if he had seen the original Police diaries sub-
i s thgse 1 6u£ 5161[%’ Sgr%ivger Wast 1}.:1 thebnegat'ive because he was
: L NER Yy must have been sent to hi |
;g%oclése;lnggp‘;cﬁemé?% by siomebo‘l(gy in that office. Bot}? tﬁz Oﬂli)ci:t;'nc(‘?
. 1. were working on this case under M jevi,
vYI\iehe%nZ(l)\f}I; aﬁgn;ggﬁef statement hthat Mehra used to erIr‘leetr .h§§1n3§;7f1_.
S ! anuvary and he never mentioned the fact .
(Ijjélu %? to }llllm was rgad out to the witness, he saig ‘cha;3 aascfa(;f :so IIlrlse
id recollect, he did not meet Mr. Banerjee. He did not think it to

gégt(foﬂf’; ager Itneeting s.h‘?}ﬂd be searched. Nor would he ordinarily
bR il etpllilfy vC.ommlssmner to discuss such matters with him. He
met i dﬁringr'tﬁﬁtn?féi‘é’é‘ %tecHomehMir(lli\itlily meetings but had not
Madanlal’s statement for the fir ause nhe (Mehra) was ill. He saw
i j e 1irst time in February 1948 and h

not say whether he saw the short stat ¥ anc ne could
fuller statement made on the 24th % ement made on the 20th or the
: ; _ , nor could h

}'C wasg sent to his house by the Superintendent o? Prgi?ceer.n S8 dihcther

93185 When asked by Commissi
: : d by sion whether a stat
;{n\;;z{ltladniea \yvogld ordlnatrll,le1 be sent to him, his reply %Zn‘syzg’ﬁ%%};
Wou € ‘been sent to his office because of his ill Bu
mitted that a gist of the statement was gi S Ll
2 . i s given to him by Superi -
dent Bhatia. He himself did not try to find out anything becg%streltfgle

R

f
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matter was under Mr. Sanjevi’s control, e was shown the stdtement
of Inspector Balkishan that copies of statement of Madanlal dated
20th January were sent to all higher Police officers. His reply was
that he could not remember. But the copies must have been sent to
his otfice. He himself was giving no directions nor passing any orders.

23.186 Mr. Mehra’s attention was drawn to his affidavit of the
4th March, 1967 where he stated that on 21st January he went to see

*Sardar Patel and told him what had passed between him and

Gandhiji. He replied in the affirmative. When asked if it was in con-
sultation with him, as stated by Mr. V. Shankar, that the Police force
wag: strengthened. at Birla House, he said it was not in consultation
with him. He was out of the picture. He had on his own volition re-
solved to attend the prayer meetings whenever he could. He admitted
that he did get information about the explosion of the bomb on the
20th January but could not say who gave him the information where-
upon he went to the place of occurrence on the 21st. He was informed
by Bhatia or someone else that Jaswant Singh and another had been
flown to Bombay, but these officers were not sent after consultation
with him. He came to know about it after the officers had been sent.
He was later told by Superintendent Bhatia or Rikhikesh that the
oflicers were told not to do anything on their' own but to leave the
whole thing to the Pglice in Bombay because Mr. Nagarvala knew
about the conspiracy and he was taking all effiective steps but he
could not remember when those people told him about the return of

the officers.

93.187 Mr. Mehra again repeated that the note which was sent to
the high-powered committee was prepared by him because Mr.
Sanjevi had asked him to do so. He got the facts from Bhatia or
Rikhikesh and prepared a note and sent it to Mr. Sanjevi who' made
corrections. When asked why in that statement he did not refer to the
fuller statement of Madanlal, his reply was that he got the facts
from Bhatia and Rikhikesh and whatever they told him to be the
statement of Madanlal he accepted it. He did not know at the time
that a fuller statement had been made. It was correct that he did not
mention either tthe ‘Agrani’ or the ‘Hindu Rashtra’ in his note; that
was because he had seen neither of the statements and the facts were
given by Rikhikesh or Bhatia.

93188 When he was asked if it would be correct to infer from
this that the ‘Agran? or the ‘Hindu Rashtra’ or their editors were
never mentioned by Madanlal and it was afterwards that the fact was
introduced, his answer was that he could not say anything because
he had not seen the original statement. He took the facts from Rikhi-
kesh or Bhatia. Reference to all Police officers in his note was to
Police officers in Delhi and not Police officers outside Delhi. Presum-
ably the only facts which could have been sent to those officers were
the ones which were given in his note at page 3. It was not possible
from the descriptions given in his note to identify Nos. 1, 2, 5 and 6
but it might have been possible to identify 3 and 4. He himself had
no personal knowledge about anything nor was he consulted. He came
to know about the conspiracy to murder Mahatma Gandhi on the 21st
probably from Bhatia or Rikhikesh. He himself had no personal know-
ledoe of what statement Madanlal had made or what statement of
‘Madanlal was given to Mr. Rana. Upto the 1st February 1948 he was
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not _a\@re of the steps the Bombay Police had taken as to the infor-
mation that was sent to them and it was not his duty to find out what
was happening theve particularly when he was not well. He could
rot remember discussing question of conspiracy with Mr. Bannerjea
on the 21st or after the 21st. '

_ 23189 When cross-examined by Mr. Chawla, he said that in higs
opinion the bomb was not thrown as a matter of demonstration only.
But he could not say whether it was to murder Mahatma Gandhi or
to threaten him but it was not an attempt to kidnap Gamdhiji.

9

23.190 It was the duty of the Superintendent of Police to inform
@he District Magistrate of any important occurrence which took place
in Delhi; whether he did so or did not he could not say but he should
have done so. The D.I.B. had direct approach to the Secretary, Minis-
try of Home Affairs and he could have given this information to him
and he should have done so, When asked what is expected of an offi-
cer of the rank of Nagarvala to do when the information was given
to him, he said normally an officer of the Bombay Police should have
been deputed to help these police ofﬁcers in the investigation of the
case.

23.191 The evidence of this officer is not of much importance be-
cause he does not seem to have been able to take much interest in the
investigation. He was, as he says, ill most of the time although other
witnesses, e.g. Mr. Bannerjee etc. seem to have met him during that
period. He himself out of his volition had undertaken to attend
Gandhiji's prayer meetings and did as a matter of fact interview him
to get his consent to proposals of security measures. Ag the matter is
old, there can be honest differences as to certain events. Secondly,
Mr. Sanjevi himself had taken charge of investigation and evidence
showsethat he was averse to anyone else interfering in his investiga-
tion; even his Deputy, Mr. M.K. Sinha was snubbed by him.

923.192 However, this officer sent a note, Ex.10A, to the high
powered meeting on February 1 or 3lst January, 1948, That did not
mention the editor or proprietor of the Agrani or the “Hindu Rash-
triya”’. But his explanation is that it was prepared by or from the
material sunplied by his subordinates, i.e., Superintendent Bhatia or
Rikhikesh. Whatever be the modus of preparation of the document,
it has an apparent and important omission. The Commission is unable
to get much assistance from this officer’s statement except what has
been said above. It appears that illness and Mr. Sanjevi seem to have
been responsible for his ineffectiveness.

M. K. Sinha, Wit. 44—

73.193 Witness No. 44, Mr. M.K. Sinha, Deputy Director in the
Intelligence Bureau, stated that there was a very strong Hindu Maha-
sabha and R.S.S movement in Maratha speaking part of Bombay and
C. P. and parts of Bihar but he could not say that there was an anti-
CGandhi movement although there was a great deal of anti-Gandhi
talk in those parts especially because of Gandhiji’s attitude towards
Pakistan. He received no reports from Bombay or C.P. about anti-
Gandhi movement which was likely to burst into violence and he had
had no reports of that kind from Ahmednagar or from Poona. As he
was Deputy Director ‘A’ and in charge of communal and political
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~ matters in the country, he received no reports from Bombay or C.P.

ubout any movement tending to use violence against Gandhiji or
against the Prime Minister Jawaharlal Nehru. . = .

93194 He had no information about the conspiracy but had heard
rumours that the person who had thrown the bomb had made a con-
fession suggesting the existence of a conspiracy. No information was
offictally received by him in the Bureau in regard to the conspiracy
or the persons who were in it. He had heard only rumours that
Madanlal had made a confession. Mr. Sanjevi himself gave him no
intormation and knowing Mr. Sanjevi as he did, he could not ask him
anything. If any reports were coming from Bombay in regard to per-
sons who were subsequently prosecuted for the murder of Gandhiji,
they must have been with Mr, Sanjevi who never took the senior

2 officers of the Bureau into confidence.

93195 On the day of the funeral he asked Mr. Mehra as to what

they were doing to protect Gandhiji. His reply was that Gandhiiji did
~ not want police protection.

93196 He added, “I asked him why he could not have a cordon of
plainclothes policemen around Mahatma Gandhi. I cannot remember

what he said.”

93197 On 31st January, 1948, after the funeral there was an in-
formal meeting at the house of the Home Minister. Amongst those
‘who were present were the Prime Minister, the Premier of U. P.,
Mr. R. N. Bannerjee and Mr. Sanjevi. The witness has he_argi that
Madanlal’s statement was read by Pantji who asked Sanjevi as to
why he did not arrest or arrange to get those persons name.d by,
Madanlal arrested. His reply was that no names had been mentioned
in the statement. But Pantji told him that descriptions and some ad-
dresses were mentioned and he could easily have arrested those per-

s0Ns.

93198 The witness was shown Ex. 36 or Ex. 6 and he was asked
if he could arrest anyone from the description given thereunder._H1s
reply was in the affirmative and he mentioned the person described
at No. b, i.e., the editor of the Rashtriya and Agrani, Karkare and
Maharaj because the information regarding thg editors and mana-
gers of the newspapers was always available with the C.ID.

43199 The witness was then shown Ex. 5A and he was asked if
he could arrest anybody from that. His reply was:—

“Tt is possible from this statement to trace some of the cons-
pirators in Bombay particularly those who used ’to visit
Deccan Guest House,. Ahmednagar. Once Karkare’s name
was mentioned and he could be located it should have
been possible fo arrest others. This could have been done
by keeping a watch all the 24 hours over Deccan Guest
House or over Karkare or wherever he was residing.

Fx. 5A looks like an aide memdire.”

23900 He was shown the police case diaries and he said tchat it
had appeared to him that the information about the conspirators

i
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must have been obtained on the first or the second day after the arrest
of Madanlal. He added that:—

“I still think that if adequate and prompt action had been taken,
to locate the persons described in Madanlal’s statement,
then the assassination should have been prevented. I had
heard rumours when I was here that whispers about the

conspiracy were current in Bombay and were even known
to officials.”

23.201 The witness said that if information had been given to him.
about Madanlal’s statement, he at once would have got into touch
with the Bombay C.I.D. on the secraphone and told them what had
happened and that they should try to locate and arrest the persons
whose descriptions had been given by Madanlal. If there were two
C.I.D.s, he would have got into touch with the Inspector General of
Police and he would be in touch with the Bombay C.I.D, or the Poona
C.I.D. constantly to find out the progress of the investigation.

23202 He himself had no information about the hostile camp at
Poona. Mr. Sanjevi may have given information to the Home Minis-
ter but he gave no information to the witness, He could not say whe-
gl;nig Mr. Sanjevi went to Sardar Patel as Inspector General or the

23.203 The witness never saw a copy of the statement of Madan-
lal before it was handed over to Mr. Pant. Whatever came to the I.B.

was regularly kept in the files. The D. I. B. or the I. G. P.
should have got

information from the Special Branch of the C.I.D.
Bombay. ‘ :

23.204 In reply to a question by the Commission, the witness
said—
“If T had been in charge of the police in Delhi, after knowing
that the persons in the conspiracy were Maharashtrians,
I would have got some plainclothes men from Maharashtra
and would have placed them as kind of identifiers so that
no stranger or suspicious person approached Gandhiji”.
“It would have been better if Madanlal had been taken to Bom-
bay as it was proposed at one time because it might then
have been easier to identify persons in the conspiracy and to
arrest them”. '
He added that if the information had been given to him in Bombay

he would have the persons mentioned by the Delhi Police to be
shadowed and bottled them in Bombay. -

23.205 The evidence of this witness shows what attitude Mr.
Sanjevi had regarding his subordinates. It also shows that there was
a strong Hindu Mahasabha and R.S.S. movement in Maharashtra, Nag-
pur and Bihar. But the witness could not say if there was an anti-
Gandhi movement though there was anti-Gandhi talk. There were
no reports of a violent anti-Gandhi propaganda in Ahmednagar or

in Poona, nor were there any reports of mentioning violent anti-
Gandhi intentions of anyone.

23.206 To protect Gandhiji, a cordon of plainclothes policemen

should have been put, he said.

P
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93.907 After the murder, he was put in charge of the security of
the Prime Minister and the Deputy Prime Minister.

i i ization of the bomb case,
had been in charge of 1nve§t1ga‘§1on of the
he v?guzloci3 Illgxlflee seallqt for Bombay Police as identifiers and would have
sent Madanlal to Bombay.

Dasondha Singh, Wit. 14—

i 5 ha Singh (now Ins-
S tness No. 14, Sub-Inspector Dasond ( 1
pectgf)zg&?aﬂlhgesgtation House Officer o{ th?3 fl‘lllg%aksléo%c%l 5%111:;;
i ithi jurisdicts £ which lay Birla Kiouse. ;
Station within the jurisdiction of which | i
i < ritten at his instance thoug
Infortm v?;;lgnl\/[?e%?lr\%. g;izh\gz;, P.CS He reached Birla House about
f)n(%l pm. and 'interrogated Madanlal and thentmlfde rtecovlt)e;;el?a;f;g;r;
i rsC ir Madanlal was taken to s
his person. From Birla House = e e
! lice Station where he was interrog 3 s
Eggg;si%;f ewhatever was stated by him was take?1 doxﬁn. bgeﬁgiléz
witness and incorporated in his case diary No. 1. T Lés, be 11€</£ s
that the first case diary contains the statement made Py
on 20th January, 19486.

i veni danlal
: i i said that on the very first evening Ma
di 1‘33.3&0'61?:'515 ?;znesg,f athe conspirators was the rr‘l‘anagel .of thi:i
“lzs%?zso%ftriua” paper and another was the _ed;tor.of the Raslljztw{lyaa r?ge
Agrani” Maratha newsgapers %ndkhadv agrlx‘ée?hgliersl’?r;lfe igswagsdgscrip-.
P disclosed was Karkare 3 5

ﬁggtgf 1gi1:7%errrllein paragraph 15 but wrongly taken down as paragraph
16 in his statement. | ‘

1 93911 No one stated before him that the object of the conspiracy
vas to kidnap Mahatma Gandhi. .
Was"B 912 Before the two officers Deputy Supermiendeﬁl‘uf Oﬁs}\gfglg
Singuh';nd Inspector Balkisha(rf kiftl fmi Bﬁrr;ilgeg] gileeg ;cggordzd‘ o
0 : tatement of Madanlal whic ecorded :
;;i}()iytﬁgtﬂ:;a?ﬁzﬂgglyostatemen&b recorded before midnight of Jan:

. uary 20, 1948.

id ythi ¢ Ex. 5. It might
287 ‘s witness did not know anything abou
hatvéZ 3]5%31631 'I;L\erv ;s algist of the statement which Madanlal had made
to him. That is in paragraph 15 of diary No. 1.

93914 The first statement which Madanl'al .mac_ie, acggrgl(i)r;fe ;cé)
th's‘;;v'itness had been verified during the 1nvest1gat(110?hton0tes tak-eﬁ
Thlis witnesé did not know if anybody had preserve e i e e
down by Deputy Superintendent J aswant Singh of the sta
Madanlal which he made at Birla House.

it 7 lothes marked

; cked if the recovery af the oy cl :

“N \72%2’1’5355 t\gs S;lgme given by Godse as D‘c‘a%hgaélc,i,e \;fr(l) 131(;? Yi)oetel I—rﬁs
S tor ut him on guard as to W.ho N.V.G. :
%clai)t];r \;i:;i Itlﬁgtpit was difficult to make inquiries at that stage.

93.216 In diary No. 11 dated 30th January 1948 V\;lmgter‘l‘ N?ileﬁl rt;lr;
der of Mahatma Gandhi, there is an entry t‘a o
Vimoy k Godse” was the same person who had gone to 1rdah uss
Vl’?}?yl\%‘adanlal and was his accomplice in the bomb case fa?h ]gasht‘-
311 ve; man who was described by Madanlal as edll‘c{oxlE :1 e
ri;a ne%rvspapeuand who had stayed at the Marina Hotel.




23207 In Cross-examinati i
s _ mination he said that Deput il '
want Singh was present when Madanlal madle) hiS; g?s%eégggﬁiintt

Therefore, it was not
L €, it necessary for hi i i

- Y 10r him to state in the ca at
oS T2 e Satemnt Ty i Beny ShEeoc
o ; e fac at Jaswant Si

aken a copy of the statement of Madanlal which he, tﬁ?@iﬁgg; g:xs

to him, i.e. the'statemen ‘ j
e Dele t made on the very first daynzlsqéi dt%at it was
. did give to

Jaswant Singh was the Urdy copy of the statement

23218 In cross-examinati i
lal had not given the nami 18? (?Zdi\é[.r'Acsh? o e

i g ar as he knew,

Corprgggtlégoiw ?ﬁs name. He only gave the description w}‘ﬁc}?/[\?viznilzl

et ? e case diary. Madanlal did not tell him what pla .
pirators belonged to and in spite of their best eﬁor‘cspt]ziceeyS

could not get any more information from Madanlal
23.219 The evidence of this witness shows that—

(1) Madanlal made the statement i 7 i
15 the first case diary on 20‘chlC fgr?g;li;f altgf&m i

(2) An Urdu copy of the stat
perintendent Jaswant Sin
case diary as Jaswant Si
tion of Madanlal,

(3) In his first statement Madanl i i
) ] al did not give t e
‘(‘}I-(I)'dsg but mer_ztrc’),ned the editor and thge maﬁigeﬁag}e tk?ef'
indu Rashtriya” and Agrani Maratha newspapers.

(4) The editor had given his name to Madanlal as Deshpande.
(5) He does not know anything about\Ex. 9 or Ex. 5A. -
Inspector Jai Dayal, Wit. 16—

23.220 Witness No. 16, Ins i o
| . ' 16, pector Jai Dayal i i r
gation of Madanlal on J anuary 21 at 5.00 pdri’la bgl(%m}?g 11;03113 ilnotte 1sr"11(1/:

from mem i ;
o ory what Madanlal had stated at an carlier date if he did

23.221 He stated that the full confessi
' ted e ful essional statement
was written by him in English and then it was typed. Par(ggi\g;%aglg%

case diary No. 5 shows that the typad ‘ is wi
ness to C.ID., meaning the oiﬁcerzpc?f tﬁ%pg}.gl%? S e

23.222 He stated that thev i
y_interrogated Madanlal .
?11};11 vcvglrftft:;?gnt;eyt g;)‘t frOchn énm I;7vals contained in \?/hs;;c is called the
. statement, But he could not say wh
of it was sent to Deputy Superintendent J aswanfyS¥1giﬁ.h i any o

Nore—This ig probably a mistake beca
: ; use Deputy Superinte
Ja:swant Singh had left much earlier, Probabhlr) the Zgieeréfc
thmg was qbout sending it to Bombay and not with D
puty Superintendent Jaswant Singh, | i
23.223 In cross-examination he stated th i
' at he d
ther Ex. 5 was recorded by him or by somebod; ells%;nOt Gk g
Nore—At that stage the
the original Ex. 5A.

ement was given to Deputy Su-
gh but it is not mentioned: in the
ngh was present at the interroga-

great length

Commission had not been able to get
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93.224 Before starting the interrogation of Madanlal, he did not
have any police papers before him. The only thing he knew was that
Madanlal had thrown a bomb and had been arrested at the spot. He did
not even know what investigation had been carried out before. He

~ said that the statement made by Madanlal on the 20th night and re-

corded in case diary No. 1 was not given to him. Before the 23rd Jan-
uary no statement had been made to him by Madanlal. Whatever
statement was made was recorded on the 23rd and completed on the
94th. As far as he could remember, during the interrogation of Madan-
lal Rai Sahib Rikhikesh was not present. The witness was in the in-
vestigation of the case for three or four days as from the 21st January.
He was only interrogating the accused and recording his statement.
The full statement of Madanlal which he recorded was in English.

93.225 So this witness can throw no light on the authorship of

 Ex. 5A or the occasion of its being prepared, and all he did was to
interrogate Madanlal on 23rd January and record his statement in

English.
Mehta Kartar Singh, Wit. 21—

23.226 Mehta Kartar Singh, witness No. 21, was an Inspector in
the C.I.D. at the time the bomb was thrown, He took part in the in-
vestigation soon after the offence was committed and interrogated
Madanlal first at Birla House and then at Parliament Street Police
Station. The others present at the time were Police Superintendents
A. N. Bhatia, Pt. Jagan Nath and Rai Sahib Rikhikesh besides De-
puty Superintendent Kartar Singh. After looking at Ex. 36, the first
alleged statement of Madanlal, he said that the statement was about
that long. Whatever wag contained in that document correctly re-
presents what Madanlal stated. He gave one name, i.e., Karkare, and
gave the description of others, and whatever was stated at No. 5, ie.,
editor of the “Agrani” and “Hindu Rashtriya” was a correct record
of what was given by Madanlal.

23.227 He was told that the officers going to Bombay took a docu-
ment with them containing the description of persons as given by
Madanlal. He was shown the precis Ex. 5 but as he had not seen it be-
fore he could not say whether that was taken to Bombay. He could
not say anything about the fictitious number of the car DLH 9435.

23.228 He went with the police party to Marina Hotel on 20th Jan-
uary and they came to know that some of the associates of Madanlal
stayed there. On search they only found a “printed hand-bill” and
nothing more. The two associates had stayed there under the name
of Deshpande.

23.229 They did not send anybody to the railway station or the

bus stop at it'was late in the night, to prevent the escape of Madan-
lal’s companions but the Superintendent of Police did send some

people.

23.230 He himself did not give any déscription of the accused but
Superintendent! of Police must have done so.

23.231 He stated that the police practice was that as long as the
accused was in police custody, they continued to interrogate him and
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recorg at was state i '
d what was stated by him and when the statement is Nnished, it

Is put in as a consolidated statement and Ex. | was that statement

. 23.232 Hotels were, as
i A » a8 a matter of routine, checl !

mﬁs‘ccga?z ‘sl;caff and the Frontier Hindu Hotel ang i?l(ie egﬁzzifd?{y éo ‘?l/

2 hotele‘otflz? ts}(l)a;h;eﬁgel\% on th% 28‘5{1 ?Iut he himself did) not gg "50
‘ arina Hotel. He 'went to the i

?rno I‘]cﬂh?vI %:gch. 1He could not say whether after the de'scri](_?)'cisc}'l arlg ?Iote:

anlal any instructions were given to the C.I D‘np‘oleicegfc)ol

check those hotels with th “ti i i
S Madanlal. e particular object of finding out the com-

23.233 In cross-examina‘tion. h
' 433 T e . , he stated that as a C. :
gﬁ I;aelepw(?latrlfls' which were sent to his superior oﬁicegslﬁltoicil;u%g
bk nolt] I \;‘gth agcl happened to them. In his first statement, Madan]al
some details frgmogﬁisc‘floi?}\;l;? o p&m}ganf%ons Seeed b egave
3 : : h it possible to find i (
;gse}?tcé or czf th‘e:u‘ actlxltles. He gave the nam(e)uéftzglil‘;ogli)‘cfeiﬁﬁ r; ;
N ri:lfz_\?ri g;c}co ?Egaal’ fror];a Wl’}lliCh it was easy to find out wh:)nhg
s 3 and it was for the officers who went
ifgxittge ?ombay Efohce to find out about this newspaper tﬁeB\?zlglsb:gkog
étayedai"o ?Ofl;ch}%otslsigﬁf t](z fZi(I)lt% outdabout Gopal Godse and Karkare, w}ew
staye nif of and the 21st i 7
:Lhele been a ro_utme check by the C.I.D.S hE~1et 1%10%1530}?;1@ IiIc(l)teL e
wer that question. ; Tt inn
23.234 In cross-examination b ] :
v Mr. Chawla, he sai
that a statemeqt of Madanlal was taken to Bombavcgirdtgéat ‘cg'e kn?%/v
cers because this was discussed among the officers at the timpe‘ o

23.235 On their return from Bomba i ;

. . P: th ‘ 3
glozigr;gln% of éack o}f c}c;cgeration from thg Bor?ﬂggi}%o?fgec elgsuzvlela(leecgcl)lrln({
ember which Bombay officer’s name wa ¢ ‘

Delhi Police officers. He could not | TR b the
cl ; ] say whether Madanlal i
tely not giving the names of his compani i
_ t giving s panions. Mad
Clél)reen examined for about two hours on the 20th byartl%lai.}i Wr%l;lit h&ve
dqnlal gftve the name of Karkare as “Kirkree” and so it wa SSfal«: e
: ﬁ:/ynélel;i ‘ggag.kThedother E;garticulars were given by Madanslal aflg
y W aken down. From the examination of th ina
tel registers he concluded that the i Sl
; ; persons staying there were Mah:
rashtrian. Putting the statement of Madanl i e
1 ilal with what t
at the Marina Hotel, they concluded that the companions m‘?1 %}7 (liearlnt
were from Bombay side. ageplal

23.236 The stat ! !
i N e statement of Inspector Mehta Kartar Singh thus

(1) In the first statement of Madanlal, the edi
; ! ; editor of =
triya and Agrani was mentioned but it W‘asr r?ott}é§s§aShd
where the conspirators belonged to. o

(2) The mention of the name ‘Desh / t
2 pande’ sh ;
accomplices were Maharashtrians from ISBO%Q% ;%it -

(3) Hotels in the city were checked as a matt
as a matter of fact the Sharif Hotel was g}l;e%i:é)ugrslezlzgg
January and the Frontier Hotel after the murder.

I 8

| Dayal Singh, Wit. 60—
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RKartar Singh, Wit, 26—

93,937 Witness No, 26, Kartar Singh, was Deputy Superintendent

ol Police, C.ID. at the time of the bomb incident, He said that before

und even on the 20th January 1948 the Delhi Police did not know that

" Mahatma’s life was in danger. The statement, Ex. 36, which is para-

graph 15 in the first case diary, was taken down in his presence. Be-
yond giving the name of Karkare and the description of other co-con-
gpirators Madanlal could not give any other information as to their
identity, but he did mention the name of a newspaper Hindu Rasht-
riya whose editor was one of the conspirators.

93938 The witness had a distinct recollection that Mr. Sanjevi

~ had, before the murder, ordered that Madanlal should be flown to
© Bombay so that he could be interrogated there but somehow or the
“other Mr. Sanjevi countermanded his previous orders.

93.239 Arrangements were made for watch at the railway sta-

" tions but the description given was so meagre and so uninformative
" {hat it was not possible to arrest anyone. My, Sanjevi did all he could
in the matter of investigation. The witness was of the opinion that

| the Bombay C.I.D. was superior to the C.ID. organisation at Delhi.
In Delhi it was at that time disorganised and was a hotch-potch, He
‘had no recollection whether a copy of the fuller statement of Madan-

~ Jal wag sent to Bombay or not. His attention was drawn to case diary

No. 6 at page 49 (English copy) where it is stated that officers of the
Mindu Mahasabha and other important places should 'be secretly
watched because the Hindu Mahasabha and the R.S.S. had a hand in
the conspiracy and, they had a strong foothold in Delhi. He said that
attempts were made to find out from the places mentioned whether
any of the conspirators was still in Delhi.
93.940 Whatever was stated by Madanlal was correctly taken
~ down by Dasondha Singh on the 90th January but the records were
not searched by this witness to find out who the editor of the Agrani

" or the Hindu Rashktra was, nor did he know why tthe orders for send-

ing Madanlal to. Bombay were countermanded. From the 2lIst on-
 wards, important hotels were covered and a watch kept. That was
the practice. ,
93 941 The statement of this witness, Deputy Superintendent Kar-
tar Singh, thus corroborates the fact that—
(1) The statement, Ex. 36, i.e., paragraph 15 of the first case
diary was made by Madanlal and correctly recorded by
Dasondha Singh.
(2) Name of Karkare was disclosed.
(3) Madanlal did mention the editor of the Agrani or the Hindu
Rashtriya newspaper. ’
(4) From 21st onward important hotels were watche
Commission finds no evidence. _
(5) The Hindu Mahasabha and the R.S.S. were suspected as hav-
ing a hand in the offence. :

d. Of this,

93.242 Deputy Superintendent Dayal Singh, witness No. 60, was a
District Inspector of Police in January 1948. He was associated with

7
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the investigation of the bomb case from 21st onwards. He stated that
he took part in the interrogation of Madanlal on the 21st and again
~on 22nd January and interrogation was continued on the 23rd also.
He continued the interrogation on the 24th upto 9.30 pm. but before
that Mehta Puran Chand, Advocate, interviewed Madanlal sometime
in the day. He said that the statement made by Madanlal which was
recorded on the 24th was not in the case diary and the one attached

to the case diary No. 12 dated February 1, 1948, was not in his hand-
writing, ;

23.243 Madanlal stated that they would be coming another time
but he did not give any names. He made a clean breast and his con-
fessional statement wag recorded. What names, if any were given, he
could not remember as the matter was 20 yvears old. He was shown
case diary No. 12 and he said that it shows most of the facts stated
by Madanlal to him. He added, “I think he did give some names but I
cannot remember which ones they were”. Hig duty was only to help in
the interrogation of Madanlal. When that was over, his connection
with the case finished. He was being assisted by Inspector Jai Dayal.

23.244 Tn cross-examination he stated that he had not seen the case
diary of the previous day before taking over the interrogation nor
could he remember if anybody told him that Madanlal had made a
statement on the 20th January. The police officers were asking
Madanla] to disclose true facts and whatever the witness came to
know was recorded in his case diary No. 2A and case diaries 4.5 and
9. But the recording of the statement of ‘Madanlal finished on the 24th.
He gave the original statement of Madanlal taken down by him for
being typed to Inspector Jail Dayal. He wrote on a white sheet of
paper. He could not remember over how many pages it extended. If
the statement had been in Urdu, it would have been attached with the
case diary. As it was in English it had to be typed and it wasnot in-
cluded in the diary. The statement was never returned to him.

23.245 He did not meet the DIG., Mr, Mehra, at the time of the

investigation. He did go to his house to explain the facts to him but
he was not at home.

23.246 He did not know how many copies of the statement were

made by Inspector Jai Dayal. The witness only handed over the origi-
nal to Jai Dayal for typing.

Mr. Ashutosh Lahiri—

23.247 Statement of Mr. Ashutosh Lahiri who was General Sec-
retary of the All-India Hindu Mahasabha at the relevant time, was
recorded by the Bombay Police on March 14, 1948, Ex. 279 Mr. Lahiri
there stated that since July 1947, Hindu Mahasabha Bhavan at New
Delhi had a large number of refugees staying there. Before July 1947
they used to maintain a register of residents but all this had to be
given up because of rush of the refugees. He never knew whether
Madanlal stayed at the Bhawan but he came to know about him when
he was told on the 21st that the police came to search the Bhawan the
previous night at 12 o’clock. The police did not question him althou gh
he was available for interrogation but he was told the police had in-
terrogated a Sadhu who had been staying in room No. 3 “for about
three weeks previons”,
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& . . f
23.248 He knew Nathuram Godse for elght or nine years as one o
the workers of the Hindu Mahasabh%f}rbomAlgzggﬁ; g}eﬂg}lls%ulgslgavugﬁ‘f
{i as running adaily newspaper ‘‘the . 3 ;
IR flye bvgcame “Hz’ngdu Rash};ra”. In 1946, he and Apte came to ]?l?flhlha nuAnll1
 ber of time and the last he met him was either in June 19 ! 3};77 enhen
India Committee meeting was held or it may be in Augus;cb r\g o
the All Indian Hindu Convention was held but he could not be 1\}53 S
also knew Karkare who had gone to Calcutta and tl}en IE\Oh' '? 2l
in November 1946 with a letter of mtrngctlon to him (Lia 1r1t.
~ also sent some money for Noakhali Relief Fund but he had noBsSen
" him on any other occasion. He neither knew Gopal Godse nor ka ge
" nor Shankar; nor had he heard of their names and nor did he know

) i i i i lip from Nathu-
i3 1948. He denied having received any chit or sl

i gaa;uz(i}rgfdse for giving accommodation to any person in the Bhaw‘?n»
. but he was unable to say if the Hony. Superintendent temporarily
 incharge at that time, Dr . Satya Prakash, had received any.

i stat ] id that he did not
249 In his further statement, Ex. 279A, h'e' said t
see I%Iithur;m Godse, Apte or Karkare in Delhi in the month of Jan-
~ uary, 1948, and he had no 1«mowledgei\I if A}gteﬁ ;erg ag?a tril)%gézég}) sti(t)
o n January 19, 1948, from New Delhi. He 1
‘ Eﬁ;allriiéang;l Jwril‘:}? gim (Lahiri) for a telegram or anything else
. (Reference probably is to a telephone).

i Sahib Rikhikesh, Superintendent of Police, .D‘fél‘hl,
| sentzsiiisr%gljgslssreport on February 13, 1948, regard%ng the act1v1t1e}s1
. of the Hindu Mahasabha and R.S.S. workers. It said that As{nitgst
" Lahiri had been interrogated but he denied having met Ma(%fan ad Olrll
he did know Godse since 1939 and had be‘er'l meeting hlm c% dan hicﬁ
" He was at Bombay when Mahatma Gandhi was assassinated w
‘was only natural.

\ his progress report of February 4, 1948, Rai Sahib Ri-
khikzeiﬁil,tenItna cogy f)gf the statement of Ashutosh Lahiri datec}il F‘gl;)(-i
. puary 14, 1948. He had denied seeing or know1_ng Madanlgl but't I;e s

know Godse since 1939 or so but that ‘was in conneé:_téon gm i
" Hindu Mahasabha work, He was emphatic that Godse di glo s? bl
in the Hindu Mahasabha Bhavan before or after the born1 (;:‘Xp osh 0 i
: He explained the reasons for his not subscribing to the pledge whic
Gandhiji required. He was arrested on February 6, 1948.

; , A d at
9 The course of investigation followed at Bombay an

3 Del}?igffteth}?e bomb was thrown and before the “murde}ﬂ ha}s beeré

* discussed at great length under the h_eaghngs Investlga‘mi;lthat

" Delhi” and “Investigation at Bombay”. It is important %o remalé g

the real investigating police was the Delhi Police and if any informa-

: requisition as provided in section 54 (ninthly)
cgutllile ()(?;(}ireboef %I;iriina? Procedure. That in the present. case was not
. g.'onen At least there is no evidence to show that that section wag Eéﬁmp-
ed with. The clause ninthly was not apphcabl_e to Bombay %n bere-
{ore the informativn if it had been sent under ninthly would have been

that they were residing in room No. 3 between the 15th and the 20th

{ion was conveyed to the Bombay Police by the Delhi Police, then it -




on a par with information upon which a Police governed by the (yl
~minal Procedure Code would have acted under the first clause of soe
tion 54 of the Criminal Procedure Code which corresponds to sectiofn
33(a) of City of Bombay Police Act, 1902.

23.253 The Commission has pointed out the various lapses on (ho
part of the Inspector General of Police of Delhi, Mr. Sanjevi, It hay
also pointed out that the Police daily diaries of Delhi Investigation
are not a great complimenti to the detective abilities of the Delhi
Police. Beyond a very routine kind of investigation which the cage
diary disclosed, nothing was done with that earnestness and that alu
crity which an attempt on the life of Mahatma Gandhi required o

- deserved. As far as the commission has been able to see, there way
routine interrogation of Madanlal which- went on from 20th to 24ih
and even then the disclosure was not of any very great use.

23.254 The Delhi Police have said and the diaries show thatl
Madanlal had disclosed on the very first day the name of Karkare and
indicated that one of the conspirators was the editor of the HAgrani”
and the“Hindu Rashtriya”. and that a precis of this statement of
Madanlal’s was taken to Bombay and shown to Mr. Nagarvala, Deputy
Commissioner of Police there who took notes therefrom. But Mr,
Nagarvala did nothing to help the Delhi Police in the matter of in-
vestigation and arrest of Karkare.

23.255 Commission has discussed the question of the name of the
“Agrani” or the “Hindu Rashtra” being conveyed to Mr. Nagarvala
at great length under the heading “Exhibit 5-A”. In the opinion of
the Commission, that information was not carried as claimed: by the
Delhi Police, Mr, Nagarvala has denied it and Commission taking all
the circumstances into consideration sees no reason for disbelieving
Mr. Nagarvala on that point. But the fact remains that if the editor
of the anti-Gandhi and militant Hindu Mahasabha paper the “Agrani”
wag disclosed to the Delhi Police, they made little use of it in order
to find who the editor was or to take any steps to get him apprehen-
ded, or to keep a close watch to nab him if he landed in Delhi as in-
deed he did on 27th January and was even reconnoitring Birla House

on the 29th and practising revolver shooting behind Birla Mandir on
the 30th.

23.256 The clues which the Delhi Police got as to the Hindu Sabha
connection of the conspirators was made no use of by the Delhi Police.
No investigation was done at the Hindu Mahasabha Bhawan
where a majority of the conspirators had stayed and from where they
had even booked a long distance call to the Private Secretary or, in
the alternative, to the Bodyguard of Savarkar. If it had been investi-
gated and discovered at an earlier stage, it might have led to more
fruitful results. Commission is not unaware of the fact that the
documents showing the making of the long distance call were not with
in the knowledge of anyone in' the Bhawan on the day the call wag
booked; but the point for emphasis is that if an investigation had
been done at Hindu Mahasabha Bhawan then the making of the long
distance call could have been discovered. Even Mr. Ashutosh Lahiri,
who knew Nathuram Godse very well and also knew Apte, and whom
Godse and Apte, according to their statement, met on the 19th at
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Jht, i i the night bet-
night, he rievance that he was not examined on : ;
evlfiln’ thdes 2?)‘5%1 and the 21st although he was staying at Hindu Maha
&Qabha Bhawan, When the Commission observes that this was a }slee?zﬁs
lacuna in the investigational %rocesfs it_t(fioles éll?tt trlrllgazltgcttoi Zérlr):a‘icns tha?
G 1d necessarily have been Ifruitiul. Bu ! =
ifjsulir\;]gﬁl (xi;vas‘ never B;ttemped and the Police were satisfied with

~ the perfunctory investigation which was done .at the Hindu Maha-
¢abha Bhawan on the night of the 20th January, 1948.

93.957 The Police has claimed on the basis of a document, Ex. 244,

P that they had sent out the local C.1.D. a report giving the description

i i the correctness of

4 . alleged conspirators, which they say proves

%i;t%e l\e/llaggil-al’s firpst statement. But ‘uhatddo;:ument%a}e};hoxtlo?“Ea};ch(;(})api%fE
ot which i tradictory entries o L ]
" of which is attached, bas so many con ey e
t have been of any use pyttmg ou is :
g&?ﬁuﬁ%g that a document like this should have been produced at such
o late stage.

93.958 As to the quality of protective measures taken at Birla

House the Commission has discussed the matter at great length. To

" the Delhi Police the only method which suggested itsglf twai;v hti}clﬁ
" search of all these persons going to the prayer meetings, 3 e
" Mahatma Gandhi was strongly ogpfshe}[d. 1\}IIOa rségsrar;lsaﬁﬂtire!?eilegf ted
themselves to the Police. But what Nr. tiah L I S
' ere measures worthwhile trying a g
1 iﬁigiitizdngv one can say that any particular measurel'kw01111\1/;13111‘n]jrtltaxgg1
been foolproof partieularly i the tave, O % death and had utmost
Gandhi who was absolutely Iree 1ro s B
aith i g fact he went on the 27th January, ;
" faith in God. As a matter of fact b ) il I
S 0 i -ud-din Bukhtiyar at Mehraull
o the Urs of Khwaja Qutub-ud-di iy o e
h taken and published in the ‘Hindus ]
» gggfﬁﬁ?iﬁo&s him mixed in a crowd and not elven iVIl;ne tltf:éqd'cl)‘% :
protective measures would, Bave workeq i & BEC not have suc-
pesti is , what wou ave eede ' ) ;
(égggitelg‘n tlﬁen(()jhestion i that taking of the suggested protective
] measulzes which in the present case was not done.

i i inis i d the Secretary
< fficials of the Delhi Adn;mmtrat_wn an y
of ‘chze3 %/?ignirg‘?ri‘oof Home Affairs were exgdle‘nﬂ)tr l%noiagicvfnﬂtlﬁeigngfé-
de the duty of the Police to hav !
: ;iiyiggo;nr:ll;geog I’E‘kﬁisis not to say that thein officers th(tag(gs:il}:;:ts ;171}(116;10;
indiffe : 1d have expec /
show any indifference because one Wogtidng o Gandhé, ghg
i n
: ] istration would become alert and become anxious to \
"WhOIShA‘? m};:éi%a‘g;)g \gappened and not leave it to the svv.et?c‘t-vmfllt 122
j i ]\??V 1?1 eofﬁciéls to give them that information. The aqx1ehy (')n s
£ (i‘dlce in New Delhi to take any intelligent interest in th g ; cxg
] (‘Zi{gst?onocr)r% the bomb case is not indicated by any tangible evidence.
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CHAPTER XXIV
EXHIBIT 5-A

24.1 Towards the end of his judgment in the Gandhi Murder case,
the learned Special Judge, Mr, Atma Charan, made the following re-
marks in regard to the ccnduct of the police in the investigation of the
bomb case—

“I may bring to the notice of the Central Government the slack-
ness of the Police in the investigation of the case during the
period between 20th January, 1948 and 30th January, 1948.
The Delhi Police had obtained a detailed statement from
Madanlal K, Pahwa socon after his arrest on 20th January,
1948. The Bombay Police had also been reported the state-
ment of Dr, J.C. Jain that he had made to the Hon’ble Mr.
Morarji Desai on 21st January, 1948. The Delhi Police and
the Bombay Police had contacted each other soon after these
two statements had been made, Yet the Police miserably
tailed to derive any advantage from these two statements.
Had the slightest keenness been shown in the investigation
of the case at that stage the tragedy probably could have
been averted”.

24.2 Upon this, explanations, technically termed comments, were
called of the Bombay Police as well as of the Delhi Police. Mr. Sanjevi
for the Delhi Police gave his side of the story in a note, Ex. 7, to which
he attached eight annexures, This note has been dealt with in a pre-

- vious chapter.

24.3 The Bombay Police, i.e., Mr. Nagarvala, was also required to
give its explanation though technically it may not be so designated,
which it did and is marked Ex. 14 which has also been discussed in a
previous chapter.

24 4 When Ex. 14 was received by the Bombay Government Secre-
tariat, certain notings were made on it, Ex. 168, more important of

which were—

(1) why did the Delhi Police not bring Madanlal’s statement of
January 20, 1948;

(2) what efforts were made to establish contact with Delhi
Police; »

(3) what action did Rana take on Madanlal’s statement;

(4) did Nagarvala spot an editor of a newspaper whose initials
were N.V.G. from Poona;

(5) did Nagarvala go to Ahmednagar to look for links of Madan-
1al? ;

945 Ex. 169 shows that Nagarvala’s letter, with it§ annexures,

1 ~ were ordered to be sent to the Government of India, but these papers
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wete placed before the Advocate General of

Le ) , : al of Bombay w as con-
ductmgﬂlthe prosecution at Delhi. Hig opinion \)/vasdﬁq:t/'h?t ngrilss (r(1)<1)11
necessary to move the East Punjab High Court for expunction of the
adverse remarks against the Police. ' 3

246 On the note, Ex. 7 reachin T :
; s LX. ) g the Government ia,
the(ril Home Secretary, Mr. H.V.R. lengar; ICS, one Mgfchlg(lila’ 19t£)e
made two pointed remarks in regard to the explanation— 4 Y

(1) that in spite of the bomb ex i ‘
plosion and statement of -
lal that there was a conspiracy to commit murd%r l\aﬁgéiana

spiracy to kidnap Mahatma Gandhi, And

(2) t}k{lat the Bombay Police took all possible steps to arrest Kar-
are and I%adge but they do not appear to have taken an
notice of Godse whose description ag editor of the Hindg

24.7 The note specificall i i :
| ¢ _ y mentioned the denial of My
aioout any information other than the one regarding Kaikgggﬁgﬁclg
was a discrepancy and contradiction requiring further examination

24.8 Mr. Iengar’s note further said th
: at as th iracy
amongst certain Maharashtrians - from Poona, Ahemecdonrfgegaz%d VXI?S
Iﬁ’?i)gng(c)urhh%dfd Iﬁamd}?thes policemen from that part of Bomba§
] e shou ave been summoned to Delhi so th, 4t i
have been able to identify those persons if they came Zti'o Bi}ﬁg I?(l)lugsit

24.9 Mr. Iengar did not acce i '
Phds : accept the view that fo ing plai
ggltilégbbﬁ(‘shtfntle& t?B Dellghl figle responsibility wgsé%ﬁfsfﬁgl%%gﬁﬁ
' tha ¢ bombay Police were more to bl ]
their refusal to take the idea of the conspi Sanhe Becase ot
ot ; i nspiracy t sassinate seriolis
ly although rule of commonsense pointéod inyth?ltasgiz;sésclgg;c; s

24.10 To sum up, Mr Iengar’s note show th i
- up, Mr. hat at that st
il}lleged tl_iat‘ tlr}e 1d§nt1ty of _editor of Agrani had been di:ciifseeét Wl;is
. }f Dglhl Police, tng: conspirators were Maharashtriang from Poong
havn;eb éleaq;gaslzl and ne1§}ibo]%r};ﬁod and policemen from that area should
. mmoned to Delhi; and Bombay Police re
blame for not taking the conspiracy to mul}&er‘ Zgrc‘i%uvgf;e e

2411 On this, Sardar Patel on Apri i
4 : pril 2, 1949
saying that he agreed that plain clothes policer‘:lfggtefr‘grls %e;}lnag";{;

was a mistake to have sent a mere Deput i i

‘ 4 vy Superint 1
to Bombavy._ The matter was submitted to 1:iahe I—.ﬁfzgg’%ﬁé i 11330_11ce
Minister. His endorsement on this note is dated April 4, 1949 1

24.12 Previous to this Mr. Ten ar had sen ' i
March 3, 1949 to the Home Minist§r showing 1‘tchaz%cnt(;)}g}eu—:;:ol?cgce f%ated
of D.el.hx‘ Who- flew on January 21, 1948, conveyed to Mr Na Oa Cef :
the information given by Madanlal about the consp:irac.y an§ r}x);a?
Karkare of Ahmednagar and the editor of the Hindu Ra;shtriyaa ’Ic‘)lllle
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full statement of Madanlal was discussed between Mr, Rana, Deputy
Inspector General, C.ID., Poona and Mr, Sanjevi on 25th ' January,
1948. The Bombay Police had alsg, in the meanwhile, received infor-
mation from Professor Jain about the conspiracy to murder Gandhiji
but they were acting under the belief of a wide conspiracy to kidnap
Gandhiji and they would not take any action to arrest persons mention-
ed by Madanlal on the theory that if they were arrested the others
would go underground and they thought it safe to arrest Karkare and
Badge only. This note was seen by Sardar Patel on March 8, 1949, and
he ordered that comments of Bombay Police be awaited. It was sent
on to the Prime Ministér who saw it on 8thr March, 1949. There is a
note at page 5 of this file and at the back of Ex. 7D to the following
effect—

“P.M. has seen. He would like to see again after the Bombay

Government comments are received.
; SdA:A. B; Pai

8-3-49”

24.13 There is another document, Ex. 7A, which is a letter of Mr.
Sanjevi to Mr. Iengar dated 20th February 1949. It enclosed Ex. 7B,
a note in regard to the protection rather security arrangements made
at the Birla House after the explosion. In paragraph 4 of Ex. 7B there
is the following significant statement— :

“The descriptions given by Madanlal were most meagre and
did not give any correct idea of the identity of the accused.
The C.I.D. and the uniformed police were combing the city
for these men”.

24.14 In paragraph 5 it said that the statement made by Madanlal
implicated “6 persons of whom he knew the name of only one. In re-
gard to two he gave a vague description of their appearances”. Fur-
ther it mentions that a Deputy Superintendent and an Inspector flew
to Bombay, contacted Mr, Nagarvala and “put him in full possession
of all the facts known to them so far”. These officers were not allowed
to make any enquiries and were not permitted to move out freely
because as Mr, Nagarvala had said that they would have been a set
back to efforts of tracing the absconding men. On the 25th the D.I.G.,
Mr. Rana, was given a copy of the detailed statement made by
Madanlal. He reached Bombay on the 27th; he and Mr. Nagarvala con-
tacted Mr. Sanjevi on the telephone and Mr, Nagarvala promised to
send a letter by air next morning but no letter was received till the
ist morning when an officer from Bombay brought a copy of the letter
said to have been sent on the 30th. A letter of that date reached Mr.
Sanjevi by post on February 3.

24.15 Excepting in Ex. 7B which does not talk about the news-
paper the Agrani or the Hindu Rashtriya the Delhi Police was re-
presenting through Mr. Sanjevi even to the Hon’ble the Prime Minis-
ter and the Hon'ble the Home Minister that Madanlal had made a
statement ‘implicating amongst others Karkare and the editor of the
Hindu Rashtriya and the Agrani, and had given descriptions of the
other culprits, and that this information was conveyed to Mr. Nagar-
vala through police officers who were sent by air on 21st January 1948
that Mr. Nagarvala had a different story, i.e., of a conspiracy to kidnap
Mahatma Gandhi and he made no serioug efforts to apprehend the
editor of the Agrani or even Karkare.
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24.16 This necessitat ' i1
Lo 2416 es determining what informatio ‘ i
}1; r?fl;;fn g?i% X?ﬁgyme ttwto pt%lic% oLncers were sent L(ﬁlﬁﬂfxgﬁiﬁ/ gl;llcd I\i/?lliltl
. - sent to the Bombay Police an her E ]
which the original is Ex. 5A which seems to havecgs‘s\zgic}il ? gxi{:i gegi

Of .importance, was t : A
e s taken by the Delhi Police officers to Bompay oy

24.17 Thus, one of the most contro : i
4. 17 ] : versial point
r?lilt}llén&\;};ce’ and the Bombay POIIC_e is the quevs‘gon aSs tlge&]v;/lzininfthe
Han) ‘?hconveyed by the Delhi Police to the‘Bombay Poli i
mg 10 oJ e statement of Madanlal alleged to have been o
: anuary 1948, and whether the document Ex. 5A j Sk
of the first statement of Madanlal or not The s - e
arises consequent upon this is whether fhis» doéum
;ﬂeotnwghDgilm Police officers who travelled from Deirlllg xtzxz)as talgen =
‘ e 2lst January and whether they showed it t M Vel
when they interviewed him on the 29nd January 19(318 S
24.18 On the decision of this question wi o
vlalia‘\,éas given the information %hat Mad\);;lllla??aeg di]r\iv I;le;;her N e
Ié}at?ge : }ftato(air_nent to the Delhi_ Police, named arnon’gst his : e hrgt.
- orsq e editor of the Agrani or the Hindy Rashtriya as l\c/}-cél) nslp o}
ngdp‘t}(inoumed Il s o matter of fact Nagarvala was folda e
eaito | e%t 1;(;lne ‘ch)f the_ conspirators was Karkare and the other W ‘&I:e
O rtho e Agrani or the Hindu Rashtriya then that tact ‘cvoatf 1 fi
e aet name of fSavarkar, was clear indication of the fact’ thatpt}(:
o 'ff)n : torg1 were from the Poopa group of Savarkar’s followe e
ging to the Rashtra Dal. But if no such information had bwers oy
gei%r)ed’on the very first day then it was a matter for i s tamd
etection as to who the associates of Karkare and Madanrllglm\;‘érgnd

24.19 Case diaries Nos. 1 and 2. th
4.19 ¢ ! , the former of tr
éa&}tfﬁ O'il the t.}‘let January, both written by Sub-Insp:ait%gﬂf);snoigge
infbtl)rn’) ;t;owf"]at the police had bgeen able to gather a fair amou t ?
e O;lnLl c;lr:ml\éladagleit Tge first diary shows that Mad'mlalnhaod‘
isclose ne na ana tne description of six pers i j
ﬁi{secgrré%iﬁllogrs;o?}?]ongst V%Ol? one had a long bgaiaogidsﬁgﬁtf{%hgi
8195 ; er was Karkare; the third was th i £ «
fa%Ztr;gaDaeréﬁpggg eég;g’réz t(ﬁl Ni‘ara'gzla newspaper) Weh(? dgfsgsoéutTlrﬁg
e : : e four was a servant, is indi
}gﬁi ;]};Ielgp%lllgeo ?gu?reégl hadtln ‘clheh}"1 possession on the V'rgll?slfsﬁlrg(’glrcliagtleli
ollow urrence not only the name of Kark ho incider
ly has been described as Karka Kirki Bl ol
i kiree in th 1 iari
e e, el or“ ir n the police diaries but
: 3 paper, “The Rashtri dai T ik
whose editor was one of the conspir. rlogn e
; pirators, and a fairl i
:L)lfor%hgf rggtdgz naélc}t a}tlalseai)s(;c xsiorclie'thodugh perhaps vagﬂegzzgcﬁi)stciglr%
3] : en claimed on behalf 'hi poli
f;»}é?-t 4 pf%eCIS of this first statement, Ex. 5, was g‘kggeb?reﬁle %hl%e'
R tllgi?s c()21 cers to Bombay and shown to Mr. Nagarvala. The ori 'ienaIl
Si. ocument is marked Ex. 5A and that s because it was gft
o I%enr search, found later by an officer of the Law Comn’lia e
Roomar%(})l‘r}gst‘ some files in 'the Delhi Deputy Commissioner’s Resglog
s lis claim of Delhi Polce is denied by the Bomb olic
otly contested by Mr. Kotwal. i A

24.20 At the very outset it ma t
: i v be remarked that i i qu
ment was in fact taken by these officers to Bombay alfcg clife‘lgzlg’e?iocgoﬂ
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the Bombay Police officers then the irresistable conclusion must be
that the identity of the principal architect of the plot and the brain
behind the conspiracy was disclosed by the Delhi Police to the officers
of the Bombay Police on January 22, 1948, well before the conspira-
tors achieved their objective of assassinating the Mahatma.

2421 In support of the contention that this (Ex. 5A) was taken
to Bombay, there is documentary evidence submitted for the consi-
deration of the Commission which consists of official documents pur-
porting to have been written in pursuance and in the coutse of offi-

cial duties at a time when the present controversy had not arisen and

when there could be no reason for making false entries or preparing
fake documents and they therefore must, in the absence of good rea-
sons to the contrary, be accepted as genuine documents. It is to test
the vitality of this argument that the evidence before the Commis-
sion has to be considered, analysed and judged in the light of severe
criticism to which it was subjected by Mr. Kotwal and the support
which Mr._ B.B. Lall for the Delhi Police gave it with equal vigour.

24.22 (Case Diary No. 2-B. The two Delhi officers sent to Bombay
were the late Deputy Superintendent Jaswant Singh and Inspector

" Balkishan both of whom had, according to Case Diary No. 1, taken

prominent part in interrogating Madanlal on January 10, 1948.
Jaswant Singh’s diary dated January 21, 1948, No. 2-B, only recites
that under the orders of the Superintendent of Police, New Delhi, he
along with Inspector Balkishan of C.I.D. left for Bombay at 4.00 P.M.
and arrived there at 10.30 P.M. The diary does not mention as it
should have, according to the statement of Rai Sahib Rikhikesh,
Superintendent of Police, C.ID., what documents, he took with him,

- what persons were to be arrested or pursued or interrogated, nor does

it refer to any requisition sent by the Delhi Police to the Bombay
Police as one might have expected under S. 54 ninthly of Cr. P.C.
even though it was not applicable to the City of Bombay Police but
it did apply to Delhi. The object of going to Bombay is stated to be
investigation there. Deputy Superintendent Jaswant Singh was to
contact Mr. Nagarvala and if necessary to contact Rao Sahib Gurtu
at Poona with Mr. Nagarvala’s assistance. There is utter lack of in-
formation in this document beyond the object being investigation in
Bombay with the assistance of Mr. Nagarvala, a task which was hard-
ly appropriate for Delhi Police officers going to Bombay without

knowing anything about it.

2493 Case Diary No. 3-A. The next diary of Jaswant Singh is
3.A dated Bombay January 22, 1948, in paragraph 3 of which it ig
stated that the two police officers “contacted” Mr. Nagarvala at the
C.ID. office where he was “again” apprised of the full facts of the
case “and an English note. which incorporates a precis of Madanlal’s
statement with a note of S.P. New Delhi at its foot was handed over
to Mr. Nagarvala Sahib who read this note carefully and kept it.
He returned a (the?) written note covering this case which is attach-
ed”. The Urdu is as follows:—

“JINHON NE IS YADASHT KO BAGHOR PARHA AUR
APNE PAS YADASHT RAKHI. TAHRIRI NOTE MUTA-
LIOA MUQADAMA HAZA WAPIS DI JOKE LAF HAZA

HATI”. :
And the document attached is Ex. 5-A.
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24.24 The translation of diary No. 3-A see

rate; correctly translated it should be—

“He.read the memorandum carefu
it. He returned the written not

ms to be slightly inaccu

e (the memorandum) regard
with.”

a disjointed ac-
: . ‘ to , lal. It is serappy
and is written in two distinet handwritings and distinct inks on both
sides of a foolscap size sheet of paper,

24.25 In his note, Ex. 7, Mr. Sanjevi has referred to this docu-
ment having been sent to Mr. Nagarvala. It is marked annexure V
thgrgm. Ex. 7 was the note which Mr. Sanjevi submitted to the Home
Mlplstry after. the learned Specia] Judge, Judge Atma Charan, passed
strictures against the police, and to say the least was mainly expla-
natory of the position of Delhij Police. It is much mor '
explanatory, It ig self-exculpatory and throws the blame on Bombay
»P‘ol_me unreservedly. In this ‘note, Mr. Sanjevi has referred to Ex. 5
which was attacheq as Annexure V thereto and which ‘Mr. Sanjevi
said had been sent with the Delhi Police officers. What Mr. Sanjevi
has said therein ig this and it is worth repeating here:— i

(H) Jaswant Singh flew to Bombay on 21st January with all
the information “so far furnished to the Delhi Police by
Madanlal”; i.e., upto the time of the flight.

(2) The two Delhi Police officers met Mr. Nagarvala first at
his house and there gave him full facts of the case and then
at his office where again the facts of the case were given to
him and Jaswant Singh showed him a note on Madanlal’s
statement from which he took extracts for his use....... .
Thus it emphasises Nagarvala having been given the full
facts of the case twice and Ex. 5A being studied by Mr.
Nagarvala.

(3) He also told him (Mr. Nagarvala) that one of the accused
’ was the editor of the “Agrani and Hindu Rashtriya” news.

paper and the description of all the absconding persons as
j given by Madanla] was communicated to him,

(4) The two Delhi Police officers next day met the C.ID, Ins-
pector at the Bombay C.ID. office who told them that g
Police Inspector from Ahmednagar had arrived and he had
been ordered to search for the editor of the “Agran’i’ or the
“Hindu Rashtriya”: again showing that Bombay Police was
fully aware of the identity of two persons whom the Delhi
Police wanted to be arrested.

(5) A Bombay C.I.D. Inspector gave to the Delhi officers the

hames of Badge, Avtar Singh, Talwar of Karachi, Balraj
Mehta of T.ahore.

(6) Then Nagarvala ordered them to return to Delhi and when
. leaving as directed by Mr. Nagarvala—that is their version
—Deputy Superintendent Jaswant Singh drew the atten-
tion of Mr. Nagarvala to Madanlal’s statement regarding
Karkare and the editor of the “Agrani” or the ‘Hindu Rash-
triya” and reguested him that as soon as they were arrest-

ed they should be sent to Delhi. ‘

e ———

lly and kept an extract from

Ing the case above-referred to, which is attached hepe-
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i : iari ; i the 21st to
“opies of the diaries of Jaswant Smgh from
ol %gf&cwel'e sent to Mr. V, Shankar, Private Secretary to ;L)he
Hon’ble the Home Minister, Sardar Patel. Mr. Shankar has
not been asked anything about it and there is nothing in
his evidence to support this fact. o o ‘ )
’ ' The note Ex. 7 then says that the information cony v
4 byetlrrlle Delhi Police to the-Bombay P‘ohc_e clearly indicated
a conspiracy to murder and gave the identity of the ac-
cused.
i i Police officers
The note made a grievance of the Delhl :
i being sent back and of the treatment which was meted out

to them.

This note has been discussed at some length in a previous chapter.

24.26 Thus, the note of the Director of Intelligence Buregu v;ﬁo
was in charge of the investigation of the case at .th.atxstage, ;:e.énc ee
bomb case stage, makes out a clear case of inaction, }f nc,)’t nfeg%1 ig wn’
of the Bombay Police and “commendable_prorr;phtudg of I E 0
force. He supports his facts by the following circumstances: )

(1) Two police officers carrying with them Ex. 5A wgre se11:1

~ soon after Madanlal made his first statement on January
20, 1948 of which Ex. 5A is alleged to be a precls_f o :
- i of i la of the fac

The two Delhi officers informed Mr. Nagarvala c .

(2) th:t they wanted the arrest of K:%’r’kar(fi irllld e%égr (‘fljc:i t&ef
il Rashtriya” or the “Agrani” an is ; y
rilélz?tlilng ?t to 1\3/r[r. Nagarvala 'on three occasions and show
ing him Ex. 5A. _

tors of Bom-
tor Kargaonkar, one of the C.I.D. Inspec

i %;?36501(1; the gDelhi Police officers that an Inspector from
Ahr;nednagar had arrived and had returned to Ahmednatgzlr]lr
with necessary instructions; that Karkare Iga; dn% Pk
Ahmednagar and that he and the Bombay“C. D. ha e
ordered to search for the editor of the ‘“Agrani” or
“Hindu Rashtriya”. ] :

(4) He referred to the police diaries of Jaswant Singh contain-
ing these facts. i il

(5) He supported this version by saying thatﬂthese diaries or
copies thereof were sent to Mr. vV. Shankar.

Ex. 5A  when written and by whom— :
~ 2427 In this context it is necessary to see when Ex.tSf;l c;l{?s elr?zg
List oe 'and why it was scribed; because if it was réo <% Thgvons

o °5st January it could not have been takeq to B(?m ay. o

o ‘:.‘th refore to examine the evidence dealing Wlth the au M

S?r]}‘, 5€A and the date of its being scribed. The 1mpqrtant W1In‘S -

%n tl}li.is point are Nos. 42 Mr. R.C. Bhatia_t who a‘g the ;flmfi gxzasail nS :hib

tor in charge of Parliament Street Police Statlo?,P l(?'e' 2

vRikhLikesh who at the time vﬁstgugﬁgltr;;e\r;%%ng totheotilrcn é vv:a:s éuper—

i r. Amar Nat ] Y

Dilhla a;ltdol;r%o%zoéw cl;f New Delhi. ie., the two Pol.1ce Suneglntfrgﬁ?gz

3%- ]%I;lﬁi ané thehétation House Officer of the Parliament Stree

Station. A photostat copy of Ex. 5-A is attached. (See next page).




R. C. Bhatia, Wit. 42—

24.28 The account of witness No. 42, Mr, R.C. Bhatia, as to how
Ex. bA came into existence was this that during the course of inter-
rogation of Madanlal, he could not remember when it was, he was
“asked to take down”. It might have been 3 or 4 days after the arrest
of Madanlal. The document was shown to him and he said that it was
in his handwriting only upto the words “plan. chalked out...............
Went in tonga” i.e., upto the middle of the back of the page. The rest
of the document beginning with the words “with Karkare at about
3.45 PM: from Marina Hotel” are not in his. handwriting nor that
-portion of the document at the back which was enclosed within a red
pencil line; (this was done by the Commission). The portion other
than what R.C. Bhatia admits to be in his hand is in a different hand-
writing and in different ink. And this, according to R.C. Bhatia, is in
the handwriting of Police Superintendent Amar Nath Bhatia with
whose handwriting he is familiar. He also said that it is not in the
handwriting of Deputy Superintendent Jaswant Singh.

24.29 Madanlal, he said, was interrogated several times and it
wag on one of these occasions that the notes were dictated to him
and he was not sure whether what was contained in Ex. 5A was re-
peated to him during the interrogation. He could not say why the
note was prepared. The dictation, he said, must have been by Super-
intendent Amar Nath Bhatia but he was not sure. But looking at the
portion which was in the handwriting of Mr. Amar Nath Bhatia,
this witness said that the dictation must have been by him. When his
attention was drawn to the diary of Deputy Superintendent Jaswant
Singh, the witness said it must have been dictated before Jaswant
Singh left for Bombay. The statement of this witness is vague as to
sequence of events as to dates and even as to the occasion relating to
scribing of Ex. 5A but after the lapse of twenty years it would not
be unexpected.

Rai Sahib Rikhikesh, Wit. 13—

24.30 The next witness in this connection is Rai Sahib Rikhikesh
who was Superintendent of Police, C.I.D. at the time. Unfortunately,
he is in failing health and Jis unable to see as he has practically lost
his eye-sight but happily he readily appeared before the Commis-
sion though at great personal inconvenience.

2431 On 21st January 1948 Madanlal was taken to 'Civil Lines
Police Station where R.S. Rikhikesh interrogated him for about 3 or
4 hours but he disclosed no names. He only gave descriptions of per-
sons:. All this the witness took down on a piéce of paper which was
handed over to Deputy Superintendent Jaswant Singh when he was
leaving for Bombay. This was done under the orders of the D.I.B. Mr.
Sanjevi. The police:case diaries No. 2 and 2-A show that. interroga-
tion was by Inspectors Dayal Singh and Jai Dayal under orders of
the Deputy Superintendent of Police. When Ex. 5 which is a copy of
Ex. 5A was read out to the witness, his replv was that that was not
what he had written nor did he send it to Bombay. The original of
the document could not be shown to him because unfortunately he is
~unable to see. He said he had written down the descriptions of the
counspirators as given by Madanlal which was something like what
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Ex. 5A: (front page) [See para 24.27]
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)

was read out to him from the police case diary No. 1, page 13, para-
-~ graph 15 which is marked Ex. 36. The statement was marked Ex. 6
~ by Mr. Pathak. He remembered that Madanlal had said that the leader
- of the party was a Maratha who was the editor of a Hindu newspaper,
probably “Hindu Rashtriya” but he could not remember if he also
" mentioned the “Agrani” but he did say that the man was from Poona.
He was told by the D.LB., to give a typed copy of whatever Madanlal

" had stated upto that time which he did.

: 4.32 He was asked how it was that in spite of Madanlal’s arrest
~ and his mentioning Karkare and the editor of the Poona journal no

 effective steps were taken to prevent the murder. His answer was:— -

“We did our level best. The conspirators came from Maha-

rashtra. It was very difficult for us to make out who was
! who. Many officers from different parts of India came here
s and mentioned names of many suspects. Some of them we
e arrested and interrogated them; others we just interrogat-
i ~ ed. But we did not succeed in getting any useful informa-
tion about these persons. It should have been possible for
B the Bombay Police to have arrested the editor of the
g Poona Journal because they knew his identity. Similarly

e there should have been no difficulty in arresting Karkare

who had a shop in Ahmednagar.”

. This emphasises clear information of the identity of two persons (i)

. an editor whose particulars the Bombay Police should have been

. known and (ii) the other Karkare of Ahmednagar; both of whom the
Bombay Police could easily have arrested.

R 4433 The witness then deposed that during the course of the in-
4 terrogation of Madanlal he got the following names:—

i 1 Servant of Karkare, but not the name of Karkare whose
. business was mentioned.
e 9. The head of the conspiracy was the editor of a newspaper in
B Poona.
' 3. Another person mentioned was a discharged Army Officer.
‘ 4. A fat Maratha who financed the conspiracy and had a shop
it at the Chauk at Ahmednagar dealing in arms and ammu-
e nition. , ,
5. Shankar. But it may be pointed out that that name is neither
in the first statement of Madanlal, Ex. 6, nor in his fuller
statement, Ex. 1.

' This he had written down on a sheet of paper of half foolscap size
~ which he gave to Jaswant Singh as Mr. Sanjevi had ordered that he

should give him the information collected upto the time of their
~ departure for Bombay. ‘And that was the information he had upto
~ then. This particular document on which he iotted down all this, a
- half foolscap sheet of vaper, is not before the Commission and no one
knows what happened to it. The police case diaries refer to Ex. 5A
~ and not to this document in the hand of R.S. Rikhikesh. It may be
~ observed that what is stated bv R. Q. Rikhikesh to be the description
3 tven by Madanlal tallies with neither of his statements. Ex. 1 or
X g, :

=
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2434 Tt appears that this witness has confused the names and
descriptions. Shankar’'s name is neither in Ex. 6 nor in Ex. 1 The diy
charged Army Officer also was mentioned by Godse after his arrepl
on January 30, 1948 and is not mentioned in either of the two stale
ments of Madanlal, The name of Karkare wag mentioned by Madanlal
in both his statements. Ag a matter of fact, that is the only name
mentioned by Madanlal. But his description is differently given in
the statements Exs. 1 and 6.

: 24.35 The name “Shastra Bhandar’’ is mentioned in Ex. 1 bul nof
in Ex. 6. The description fat Maratha is nowhere to be found.

2436 All this shows that this is a case of lapsus memoriae which
is not unnatural or unexpected after the lapse of 20 years, even il
the physical ailments which afflict this police officer are ignored.

24.37 Thus, according to this witness, Madanlal had mentioned
that the leader of the party was a Maratha journalist from Poona,
editor of the “Hindu Rashtriya” and another was Karkare by name
who had a shop in Ahmednagar—two persons whose identity was
clearly disclosed.

94.38 He was recalled and examined again on January 23, 1968
and again it was at a great deal of personal inconvenience that he
could come. He stated that the statement of Madanlal which he had
prepared was given to Mr. Sanjevi who ordered him to keep it and
it was that statement which he gave to Deputy “Superintendent
Jaswant Singh in the presence of the D.IB. The statement was writ-
ten in English with a fountain pen on a sheet of paper of half fool-
scap size.

9439 When he took up the investigation he did not enquire if
Madanlal had already made a statement. He started afresh, i.e., he
started interrogating Madanlal afresh, without reading the previous
diaries or without knowing about the previous statement of Madanlal.
The “Agrani and Hindu Rashtriya” newspaper was mentioned in the
very first statement but Agrani does not figure in the fuller statement
which the C.I.D. officers recorded.

94 40 The statement of Madanlal which was recorded later was
typed and a copy of it was handed over to the DI.G., C.LD. of Poona,

Mr. Rana, by the D.I.B. That consisted of about 50 pages “more or

less”. Thus, R.S. Rikhikesh’s statement seems to have reference to
the fuller statement of Madanlal, Ex. 1.

2441 According to Rai Sahib Rikhikesh, Jaswant Singh should
have noted down in his diary the witness’s handing over the copy of
the statement of Madanlal to him. He was not aware if any copy of
the statement was given to Jaswant Singh by the Superintendent of
Police of New Delhi. Mr. Amar Nath Bhatia, At that stage the witness
was only helping the investigation as an officer of the C.I.D. He has
also stated and that is a fact given in the police diary also that
Madanlal was taken to the Civil Lines Police Station on the 21st. The
police diary No. 1 shows that Madanlal was interrogated at Parlia-
ment Street Police Station bv Deputy Superintendent Kartar Singh,
CI1D., Police Suverintendent Rai Sahib Rikhikesh and Police Suner-
sntendent Amar Nath Bhatia of New Delhi. which would indicate his
knowledge of the first statement of Madanlal, Ex. 36 or 6.
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24.42 The witness did not find out from Jaswant Singh what
happened to the sheet of paper which he had handed over to him,

- Jaswant Singh. This was because he presumed that it must have been

handed over to Mr. Nagarvala,

9443 In cross-examination by Mr. Chawla this witness said that
he did not give a covering letter for Mr. Nagarvala. He was sitting at
Mr. Sanjevi’s house when Jaswant Singh came. When Jaswant Singh
was leaving, he, the witness, gave him instructions as to what he was
to do in Bombay,

2444 He (Rikhikesh) interrogated WMadanlal for about 6 hours.
He started about 4 or 5 P.M. and went an till late at night. Madanlal
had given full description of his co-conspirators and the places where
they were likely to be found. But this seems to be inaccurate because
this information so elaborately stated is not even in the fuller state-

‘ment, Ex. 1. The witness took down the descriptions and the addresses
. as there was no time to do anything more elaborate. The witness did

not give the full statement to Jaswant Singh but descriptions and ad-
‘dresses of the conspirators. The object of sending the officers by air

 was to take immediate action and effiect arrests. He added that he
~ must have given the usual instructions to Jaswant Singh to explain

the facts of the case to Mr. Nagarvala and also tell him on behalf of

~ Mr. Sanjevi that the matter was urgent and that he should report
~ back any progress made in the case which seems to have been ignored

altogether.
A.N. Bhatia, Wit. 17— :

94.45 The next witness relevant to this matter is witness No. 17,
Mr. Amar Nath Bhatia, whe was then the Superintendent of Police,
New Delhi and is now an Advocate. He stated that Madanla] was in-
terrogated at the Parliament Street Police Station where he made
the statement, Ex. 6. He named only one person, Karkare, but gave
description of six persons.

24.46 Deputy Superintendent Jaswant Singh and Inspector Bal-

. kishan of the C.I.D. were sent to Bombay under his directions but
| the decision was of the D. I. B. and of Police Suverintendent

Rikhikesh. When asked what instructions he gave to Deputy
Superintendent Jaswant Singh, he said:—

“We gave to Deputy Superintendent Jaswant Singh a list of
persons who were suspected. By a list of persons I mean
the description which we had gathered from the statement
made by Madanlal. I gave to Jaswant Singh whatever we
had. I could not give him more than what we had. We had
also told Jaswant Sinsh that they were to seek the assis-
tance, cooperation and instructions from the officers in
Bombay who would know more about Maratha accused
than we did. ‘ _

Q. Did you tell them as to whose assistance they should seek?

Ans. As far as T know, Mr. Rana had taken upon himself to do
everything which was necessary.
(By Commission) Q. Would you be surprised to learn that Mr.

Rana had not left Delhi for Bombay till 25th of January?
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How éould he then have taken upon himself to do everything
that was possible. '

“Ans. I only know this much that Mr. Rana had taken upon
himself to do everything which was possible. I do not know
when he left Delhi for Bombay”.

24.47 He then said that he did not give any instructions personally
but he knew that instructions had been given to the officers to meel
Mr. Nagarvala. He was asked whether he sent through Jaswan(
Singh any statement of Madanlali to be delivered to Mr. Nagarvala
his reply rightly was—

“I cannot exactly remember it, but there may be some endorse-
ment on some document under my hand”.

2448 He was thén asked how he could have ordered Jaswant
Singh to get persons arrested in Bombay whose names and places
of residence he did not know because upto the time the officers left
for Bombay, Madanlal had only given the name of Karkare and some
description of others, his reply was—

“Our anxiety only was to get those persons arrested whose
description had been given by Madanlal”.

When reminded that the descriptions were inadequate, his reply
was that whatever description they could get from Madanlal were
sent to Bombay and his opinion was that with the cooperation of the
Bombay Police it would be possible to arrest those persons.

24.49 In answer to further questions Mr. AN. Bhatia stated that
as for as he could recollect, that was not the only note which was sent
with the officers who went from Delhi. But whatever descriptions
they got from Madanlal were sent to Bombay.

2450 Mr. A.N. Bhatia admitted that whatever was said or was
given to Jaswant Singh should have been mentioned in the case
diary. His attention was drawn to diary No. 2-B of Jaswant Singh
dated January 21, 1948, which does not contain any reference to the
statement of Madanlal or to a synopsis thereof. His reply was that
he could remember about Mr. Nagarvala but could not say anything
abou& Mr. Gurtu, which was hardly a reply relevant to the question
asked.

2451 His attention was next drawn to the case diary No. 3-A of
Jaswant Singh of 22nd January and he was asked if he had any
recollection about the matter. He said that some kind of endorse-
ment might have been made on one of those documents by him but
he could not recollect what exactly it was.

2452 He was recalled on October 17, 1967 and was questioned
about Ex. 5A. He was asked as to when the document was prepared.
He said he could not remember. He said— '

“I personally did not have a precis of the statement of Madanlal
prepared. I do remember that such a precis of the state-
ment was prepared. Whatever was happening was known
to me because I was being constantly told of what investi-
gation was going on. I was asked my advice which I gave
and T also gave directions where I thought necessary and
in this way the subordinate police officers had the advan-
tage of my advice”.
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9453 The witness was shown the document Ex. 5A and asked—
B “Q. Have you seen this document before?

e A. T must have seen it at about the time it was prepared and
may have seen it later also during investigation but I
have not seen it since”.

" He admitted that the portion A-Al is in his handwriting. The
 word “with” before “Karkare” might be in his handwriting. But he
" was not sure. The reason why he added those words from A-Al were
 to complete the precis because they were left out although they
 were contained in the statement of Madanlal and the document
tself was prepared before Jaswant Singh went to Bombay. But the
witness could not say whether Jaswant Singh took that very docu-
. ment or a copy of it, but after his attention was drawn to the relevant
| portions of the diary No. 3-A, he said that it was either Ex. 5A or its
copy which must have been taken to Bombay to be shown to Mr.
Nagarvala.

2454 When asked how anything which was not in " the case
diary was contained in Ex. 5A, Mr. A.N. Bhatia said that Mr. R.C.
Bhatia must have taken it from his kpowledge of something that
| was somewhere else but he could not say what that information
. was and where he got it from.

. 9455 His attention was drawn to the portion, “Met Karkare who
| appeared to be active worker or President of the Sabha” and to the
| portion relating to “S. Deshpande, Om Baba and with Karkare left
| at 6.00 on 20th January, 1948” they are not in the police diaries and
L the answer of the witness was, “T cannot say anything about it”.

9456 In cross-examination by Mr. Vaidya, he said—
lrme and after looking at the case diary No. 1, I can now say
that I asked the Inspector to prepare in English a precis
of the statement of Madanlal. Because it was incomplete
i 1 added a few words and those words I have already indi-
- cated”.
When paragraph 3 of case diary No. 3-A of Deputy Superinten-
L dent Jaswant Singh was read out to Mr. Amar Nath Bhatia and he
. was shown Ex. BA, he said that this could not be the only precis
" which was sent to Bombay, but he could not remember what exactly
was sent,
9457 In cross-examination by Mr. Chawla, Mr. A.N. Bhatia said
' that Ex. 5A might have been written on the 21st or the 22nd January
| 1948 but he had no clear recollection. One cannot blame him for
" this after the lapse of 20 years. There must have Jbeen, he said, some
" material before him from which this precis was .prepared by the
1 Inspector. The document was written in the evening but he could
| not exactly remember when. When asked why the document was not
" nentioned in the case diary, his reply was “because it is my docu-
' ent and it has nothing to do with the case diary. I am cent per cent
| sure that Ex. BA was never sent to Bombay. I never sent any docu-
" hent to Bombay. D.LB. might have sent some document to Bombay.
1 cannot remember if there was any other dOCU.meI_’lt on which I
¢ - anything”. The witness then said that the precis, Fx. BA, was
| only a brief note for his use and he could not believe it could have




gone to Bombay from his table. Jaswant Singh did not see him before
he went to Bombay and on his return he did not show -any document
to him nor did he tell him before he went to Bombay as to what
documents were with him.

24.58 Mr. AN. Bhatia was again recalled (third time) and exu-
mined on April 24, 1968. He said he could not remember when Ex. HA
was prepared nor how long it was kept on his table. To a question
as to how a document prepared for his benefit which was lying on
his table got attached to the diary of Jaswant Singh written ai
Bombay on January 22, his reply was that the diary which purporty
to have been written at Bombay could not have been written there
and that his stenographer or his reader might have given the docu-

ment, Ex. 5A; to Jaswant Singh and he might then have attached
it to the case diary.

24.59 When asked if he could give any reason why a document
exclusively meant for his use was attached to the diary, his reply
was “this diary was never written at Bombay but was probably
written in my office and it was there put in the file”, i.e., in the
Case Diary. He said, “I am cent per cent sure that the diary No. 3-A
could not have been written in Bombay. The papers containing serial
numbers could not have been taken to Bombay”.

24.60 Explaining the reason why he wanted a precis to be kept
on his table, he said that it was because he was constantly getting
enquiries as to what was happening in the investigation and in order
to keep himself informed he kept a precis on his table. It only
showed the persons who had taken part in the offence and was
meant to be an aid to memory. He called it “aide memoire’.

24.61 Mr. AN. Bhatia proved endorsement of Rai Sahib Rikhi-
kesh, Ex. 1-A, on the copy of the full statement of Madanlal, Ex. 1.
which was attached to Mr. Sanjevi’s note, Ex. 7. It may be mentioned
that the copy of Ex. 5 which was attached to Mr. Sanjevi's note,
Ex. 7, and is marked Annexure V therein has the following endorse-
ment—

“Truei copy! Inspr. CID; ND.”.

. But the Inspector’s signature is not there; and underneath it is
signed “T.G. Sanjevi” dated 20-2-49. Which Inspector certified the
original to be true copy, the Commission has not been able to discover.

24.62 Cross-examined by Mr. B.B. Lall, Mr. A.N. Bhatia said
that the document must have been prepared by Ram Chand (R.C.
Bhatia) under his orders he must have prepared it from the case
diaries. The witness himself got the information contained in portion
A-Al of Ex. 5A from the officers who were interrogating the accused.
He added “Really speaking what is given in the portion A-Al is a

- gist of what Ram Chand had written in the two pages and something

from my own knowledge”,

“I prepared this small note A-Al so that I could at once tell
any officer who made enquiries from me”.

He put the document on his table. He could not say when his
reader or stenographer handed it over to Jaswant Singh but it must
have been before the 25th January. He did not miss the document
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i i a¢ emphatic that this
because he had no oceasion to use it. He was emphatic that
document could not have been taken by Jaswant Singh when he
went to Bombay nor could Mr. Sanjevi have sent it.

94.63 Examined by Commission, Mr. A.N. Bhatia said if he llxad
anything to do with the sending of the papers he would not have
sent that document. No other officer would have done it. He could
give no explanation why Jaswant Singh falsely introduced this
document into the file before the 25th January 1948.

24.64 As far as Mr. AN. Bhatia could recollect whatever had
been got from the statement of Madanlal had begn sent to Bombay.
He never showed the document Ex. 5A to Mr. Sanjevi.

94.65 Mr. A. N. Bhatia was then examined as to the special
report, Ex. 184 and 84A, which is dated 26th January 1948; but its
copy, Ex. 84B, shows that it was prepared on the 22nd January 1948.
Tha[t’ document, written two days after the statement, Ex. 6, which

‘after interrogation of Madanlal was recorded in the presence of

My A. N. Bhatia himself, contains only this information in regard

" %o the accused that one of the conspirators was known as Karkare,

the other as Maharaj and there were four others whose names had

not been-disclosed by Madanlal. The places in Delhi where the

irat stayved are given,.i.e., Sharif Hotel, .Hindq Mahqsabha
%ﬁl;é)vgﬁtgfd Ro}gm No. 4%0, Marina Hotel. There is no indication of
or reference to the editor or the proprietor of the Agrani or the
Hindu Rashtrq or Rashtriya in that report nor to the manager or
proprietor. He was cross-examined on this point ;md his reply was
that he could not say why the editor of the Agrani was not mention-
ed. His attention was also drawn to other facts which are not men-
tioned in the case diary.

Inspector Balkishan, Wit. 12—

.66 There is yet another witness whose testimony is very per-
'tinerzlf %Gn the quest};on of Ex. 5A and that is Inspector Balkls_han‘ of
the C.ID., witness No. 12. He was connected with the }nvejstlgat}on
almost from the beginning because he took part in the 1nte1r_ogat10n
of Madanlal from the time he was taken to_ the Parliament Stre}eat
Police Station and he is the scribe of case diaries Nos. 3A and 4B.
He stated that Madanlal’s statement was recorded in Urdu by Sub-
inspector Dasondha Singh and it covered about 16 to 17 pages. As
a matter of fact, the Urdu statement is about five and a half- pages.
His attention was drawn to the English translation because thp ori-
g"inal Urdu diary had not yet been traged' officers of the Commissiony;
and no one else knew anything abput it. His reply was that the
matter was very old and his impression was that the statement was

longer and was in Urdu. He also stated that Madanlal only gave

iptl ! neir i b i t give the

vipfions of persons and their residences. He did no 2
ﬁii%pgﬁ any ot[}Jler person excepting Karkare and gave the descrip-
tion of others—one of whom was described as the owner of Shastra
Bhandar and the other an editor of a Hindu paper. When his atten-
tion Wé.S drawn to the fact that the only person whose profession

is oi i 6 is that of the editor of “the Hindu Rashtriya and
i‘ig%ﬁiﬂ 1‘]cﬂheE }évitness replied “It may be so and that must be some

ther lat iary”. It must be remembered that “Shastra Bhanandra”
;)st };eéitlﬁl;re rns ]EQ] 6 nor in Ex. 5A but is contained in the statement of



Madanlal, Ex. 1, _dated January 24, 1948. But again it hag to be said
that the matter is 20 years old and the witness might well be con-
fusing the statements.

24.67 When Inspector Balkishan was asked after his attention
was drawn to Exs. 6 and 1 as to which of these statements he took
with him to Bombay, his reply was that he could not remember as
to which one he took and he could not say anythirig even after case
diary No. 1 was shown to him. His attention was next drawn to
Mr. Sanjevi’'s note saying that Annexure V, Ex. 5, was sent, even
then he could not remember anything about it becauge -the note
was with Deputy Superintendent Jaswant Singh and he could hot
say whether it was Ex. 5 or not. Ex. 5 (copy of Ex. 5A) was shown
to him. He could not say whether that was taken by them.

24.68 The attention of this witness was again diawn to a state-
mernt that “they gave description of three Marathas may be four”
his reply was that he could not remember as the matter was 20 years
old. Diary No. 3-A was read out to him and he said they took a precis
in English of the statement of Madanlal at the foot of which there
is note of Superintendent of Police of New Delhi. Deputy Superin-
tendent Jaswant Singh handed over the statement with the note to
Mr. Nagarvala. He had made the entry in the diary at the dictation
of the Deputy Superintendent Jaswant Singh. As far as he could
remember, the document was in a closed envelope. When he was
asked which was the note to which reference is made in diary No. 3-A
and which he attached thereto, he said that he could not say any-
thing nor could he say whether the document, Ex. 5A, was the note
which was returned by Mr. Nagarvala and attached to the diary.

24.69 When he was asked whether Ex. 5 was the document which
was attached to the diary No. 3-A, he said he could not remember.
He added that he was standing outside when Deputy Superintendent
Jaswant Singh was talking to Mr. Nagarvala. When asked whether
he would be able to contradict the statement made by Mr. Nagarvala
that no document was given or shown to him, he said that he would
not be able to contradict him but added, “I would like to add that
the diary is a contemporaneous document and it contains whatever
I was told at the time it had happened and that “contradicts any
statement to the contrary. Moreover, it is a written word against
oral word”. Indeed a clever and logical reply.

24.70 In cross-examination by Mr. Chawla, the witness said that
diaries are written on the days and the times'which they purport
to show. They are never ante-dated.

2471 He also stated that a letter was given by Mr. Sanjevi
addressed to Mr. Nagarvala and that they were directed to contact
Mpr. Nagarvala and acguaint him with the facts of the case and that
he would give them police assistance. There is no evidence to support
the giving of a letter by Mr. Sanjevi.

2472 His attention was then drawn to Ex. 36 which is in police
diary No. 1 and he was asked if he took a copy of that statement or
cooy of some other statement. His reply was, “I cannot remember
which one we took but as far as T can recollect it was fuller statement
of Madanlal, more likely the one which is at page 54 of the diary
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and this has been marked Ex. 1 by Mr. 'Pathak”: He also stated that
Madanlal did make a statement at midnight of January 20.

Inspector Dasondha Singh, Wit. 14— At

94.73 Tnspector Dasondha Singh being the Station House Officer
of the Polite Station of the area wherein the offence oif the explosion
of the bomb was committed, has written important police case diaries;
particularly No. 1. His statement as witness No. 14 was that he coz-
rectly took down what was stated by Madanlal on the 20th Jahuary,
1948, and the Delhi Police officers took with them a copy of that
statement i Urdu, ie., a copy of paragraph 15 of the case dla;ry;
Then he said that Ex. 5 was a brief summary in English of Ex. 6_Whlc¥1
they might have taken but he had never seen that document before.

Imspectors Jai Dayal (Wit. 16) & Dayal Singh (Wit. 60)—

9474 Tnspectors Jai Dayal, witness No. 16, and Dayal Singh,
witness No. f%, were both examined. The former stated that he had
no police papers before he started interrogating Madanlal and the

. statement of Dayal Singh is also to the same effect. Besides, Jai

Dayal's statement as to Ex. 5 was that he could not remember if
he wrote it or some one else did.

Dy. S.P. Jaswant Singh—

9475 Unfortunately Deputy Superintendent Jaswant Singh  is
dead but he was exai‘ilined at the trial as PW 117. He stated the
object of his going to Bombay was to inform Mr. Nagarvala as to
what had happened at Delhi and also to effect the arrest of the
accused said to be connected with the offence of the bomb throwing.
At that stage no question of Ex. 5A or its correctness or that of case
diaries No. 3-A and 4-B had arisen and so naturally he could not

‘ have deposed in regard to them even if they could be relevant at

the trial. But the Inspector General of Delhi Police has produced
vf}i?ch his affidavit a document, Appendix D, which appears to be a
statement of Jaswant Singh, really a brief of what he was going to
depose in court. There, and it may be for very good reasons, is no
mention of any document being shown to Mr. Nagarvala nor is therqe
any mention of any requisition being taken or delivered to M.
Nagarvala. It is true that Ex. 5A containing confessional statement
of Madanlal was inadmissible in evidence but there was nothing
to prevent Jaswant Singh saying that a document containing amn
account of what had happened at Delhi and the information that
the police had gathered was given to Mr. Nagarvala.

¢ vidence of two of these three witnesses, i.e., witness
No. 33,7%%%1%3§atia and witness No. 17, Mr. Amar Nath Bhatia ‘esta-
blishes a joint scribing if not authorship of this document, Ex. A,
but it does not show the time or the date or the occasion or the neces-
sity for doing so, still less whether this Jom;tly produced documel}t
was carried across the skies and placed into the hands of 1\/,[1’f
Nagarvala to be handed back by him after it had qurmed_ him o
its import and after his scanning it for bits of important informa-

‘tion. Witness R.C. Bhatia (No. 49) only owns up scribing the first

§ 1S lear re-
age of Ex. 5A and about half of the back page but has no cle
Ic)glglfelzc(‘z‘ion}sof wh:en he did it and he has vaguely stgted that it was
dictated to him by witness No. 17, Amar Nath Bhatia.
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: 2477 Witness No. 13, Rai Sahib Rikhikesh’s vecollection is with
tegard to another document, different from Ex. 5A which was what
he took down as notes from out of the statement of Madanlal but
the piece of paper on which he wrote was only a half foolscap size
sheet and it was that, that was handed over to Deputy Superinten-
dent Jaswant Singh; but he never found out what happened to it
and as far as the evidence before the Commission goes, nothing fur-
ther is known of that document.

24.78 Witness No. 17, Amar Nath Bhatia, has given a varying
account of how Ex. 5A came into existence. He admits that half the
portion at the bottom of the back page of Ex. BA is in his hand-
writing and that it is a gist of what is contained in the earlier part
of Ex. 5A. After his attention was drawn to many documents on the
file, his final explanation was that this was a document which was
prepared for his use only and he kept it on his table so that it would
form as a kind of an aid which could be used whenever any high
official asked him about the facts of the case; and finally we have
the statement of Inspector Balkishan whose testimony would have
been of immense help but unfortunately he is not quite clear
whether Ex. 5A was taken by Jaswant Singh and himself to Bombay
or not. This, in short, is the state of evidence in regard to this Ex. 54,
its genesis, its raison d’etre and the occasion for its creation.

2479 What the statements of the above three witnesses come to
is this—

(1) Two of them, witness No. 42 R.C. Bhatia and witness No.
17 Mr. Amar Nath Bhatia are the scribes of Ex. 5A—three-
fourths is in the handwriting of R.C. Bhatia and the other
fourth in the handwriting of Mr. AN. Bhatia.

(2) There is no accord between these two witnesses as to when
the document was written except this that Mr. AN.
Bhatia dictated it and R.C. Bhatia took the first portion
down. And it was completed by Mr. A.N. Bhatia by adding
what he calls the gist of the whole document.

(3) This document, says Mr. AN, Bhatia, is wholly his docu-
ment meant for his use and was kept on his table to help
him in answering enquiries made by higher officers but
actually it was never used.

(4) Mr. R.C. Bhatia does not know if it was sent to Bombay
and Mr. A.N. Bhatia is sure that it was never sent and
could never have been sent.

(5) Rai Sahib Rikhikesh, the third witness, had no know-
ledge about Ex. 5A. What he wrote down was more like
what is contained in Ex. 6, the statement of Madanlal,
made on the 20th January, 1948. But he wrote on a half
foolscap size sheet of paper whi¢h was handed over to
Deputy Superintendent Jaswant Singh under the orders
of Mr. Sanjevi for being taken to Bombay. But he never
enquired as to what happened to it.

9480 Thus two Superintendents of Delhi Police do not support
Ex. 5A being sent to Bombay and the third witness, the Station House
Officer of Parliament Street Police Station, in whose Police Station
confession, Ex. 6, was taken down, is rather vague about its date .and
its user and even ils source. Unfortunately, Commission finds little
assistance from the testimony of Inspector Balkishan, witness No. 12.

261

2481 And Sub-Inspector Dasondha Singh who was the scribe of
Ex. 6 stated that an Urdu eopy of that statement of Madanlal was
taken by Jaswant Singh.

V. Shankar, Wit. 1(P) Wit. 10(K)—

2482 Mi. V. Shankar, who was witness No: 1 Before Mr. Pathak
and witness No. 10 before this Commission, stated that the police did
not have any tangible evidence about the conspiracy until they got
a cenfessional statement from Madanlal after which both the Intelli-
gence Bureau and the Bombay Police were on the trail of persons
mentioned by Madanlal but Nathuram Godse knowing all this
managed to evade the watch.

24.83 Madanlal’s statement recorded by the Delhi Police, rather
a report of that statement, was, according to M. Shankar, put up
by him before Sardar Patel. When Ex. 5 was shown to him he said
that he only remembered a report of the statement which was re-
ceived by the Sardar but he could not say whether the statements
themselves which were shown to Mr. Shankar were put up before

' the Sardar the statements shown to him were Ex. 5 and Ex. 6.

R.N. Bannerjee, Wit. 17(P) Wit. 19(K)—

94.84 Mr. R.N. Bannerjee, witness No. 19, who was No. 17 before
Mr. Pathak, stated that the did not know of the conspiracy to murder
Mahatma Gandhi prior to the 30th of January, 1948, and the first
time he came to know about it was after the cremation of -the
Mahatma’s body when a High Powered Committee held an informal
meeting on January 31, 1948, at the Home Minister’s residence where
the confessional statement of Madanlal was read out by Sanjevi, who
also said that he had sent a copy of that statement with two police-
men to Bombay on the 21st January, 1948. The confessional state-
ment disclosed that there had been a conspiracy to murder Mahatma
Gandhi and the conspiracy had been in existence for some time.
Madanlal had given the names and particulars of the conspirators
and two or three places in Bombay were also mentioned as meeting
places or haunts of the conspirators and Madanlal had told the police
‘PHIR AYEGA’. Mr. Sanjevi admitted at the meeting that he had not
reminded the Bombay Police. The statement which was read out by
Sanjevi contained particulars and haunts of some of the persons who
were accused and convicted at the murder and according to Mr.
Bannerjee if the police had been vigilant, it should have been possi-
ble for them to have arrested these people particularly when Nathu-
ram Godse and Apte were in Delhi on 29th and were reconnoitring
Birla House and the places roundabout.

94.85 Mr. Bannerjee was shown Ex. 6 and asked whether that
statement was read out at the meeting. His reply was that although
ne could not clearly recollect now yet what was read out gave more
particulars about the bomb the haunts and about ‘PHIR AYEGA’
The witness was then shown Ex. 5 and he said that he could not say
if he ever saw it before. Everybody understood from Sanjevi’s state-
ment at the meeting of the 31st that the full confessional statement
made by Madanlal was sent to Bombay. The substance of that state-
ment was that Apte and Godse must have gone back to their two
or three haunts in Bombay. He was asked as to how Sanjevi could

‘have mentioned the names of Apte and Godse when those names are
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hot in the statements placed before the Commission, Mr. Bannerjee's

_answer was that it may be that after the arrvest of Godse, the police

must have concluded that the descriptions given in the earlier state-
ment were those of Godse and Aptg:. Mr. gjBamnerjee L.slleso saidSttilta‘il.
they relied on the efficiency of the police wherein they were proved
to be wrong. As far as he could remember, at the meeting of the
%}st dJanuary, two Bombay haunts of Godse and Apte were men-
ioned,

2486 Therefore, the statements of two important officials of
the Home Ministry—one Home Secretary and the other Private
Secretary to the Hon’ble the Home Minister—show that according
to what was represented to them, a statement was sent to the Bomba'y,
Police through the police officers but there is nothing to indicate
what the statement was. Mr. Shankar, when shown Ex. 5, said that
the statement shown to the Sardar was more detailed than that and
whether it was Ex. 1 or Ex. 6 he could not say. Similarly, M.
Bannerjee was not clear as to what statement was read out by Mr.
Sanjevi. But he did mention two or three Bombay haunts of Godse
and Apte. W

Miss Maniben Patel, Wit. 79—

24.87 The third witness who is important in connection with
Iix. 5 is Miss Maniben Patel. Statement of Madanlal was shown to
her and she stated that a statement of Madanlal was shown to her
father and portions of it were read out to him.

24.88 This evidence is more in support of the fuller statement of
Madanlal being sent to Mr. Shankar and through him to Sardar Patel.
But it is hardly sufficient to prove the existence of Ex. 6 made on
20th January nor does it support that Ex. 5A was sent to Bombay.

U.H. Rana, Wit. 3—

24.89 Another witness whose testimony is relevant to the ques-
tion of Ex. 5A is Mr. U.H. Rana, witness No. 3. Mr. Rana referred
to his letter; Ex. 31, in which he said that Madanlal did not make
a clean breast till the 23rd or 24th January and a copy of Madanlal’s
statement was made available to him on the evening of 25th and
he left the same night. He was not told by anyone that Madanlal
had made a statement to the police on the midnight of the 20th
Januavy, 1948. Sanjevi had told him that amongst the conspirators
there was a Sadhu wearing a beard but did not tell him about the
manager or editor of the Rashtriya newspaper. Nor did Mr. Sanjevi

“tell him on the 21st morning that Madanlal had given descriptions of

six companions or his co-conspirators.

2490 The statement of Madanlal purported to have been made
on the 20th January was read to Mr. Rang and he said that the
D.IB. had not told him anything about these descriptions. He again
repeated that on the 21st January Mr. Sanjevi did not tell him that
one of the persons described in the statement was the editor of the
Agrani but it was mentioned to him that one of the associates was a
Sadhu with a beard.

24.91 He emphatically said— :

“Whatever the position of the Delhi Police might be, as far
as my knowledge went, the names of Agrani and Hindu

(

@
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Rashtriya were not mentioned till the 24th when the state-
ment of Madanlal was read in Urdu and an English trans-
lation of which was given to me on the 25th January.
From the fact that these officers had returned or were sent
back by the Bombay Police and did not go further to
Poona, it may be inferred that either the Bombay Police
must have had all the necessary clues or the officers them-
selves did not go to Poona or their own. All my explana-
tions in regard to the whole incident and acts of omisson
or commission are contained in my replies that I had sent
to Mr. Kamte”.

2492 When, he met Nagarvala on the 27th January, Nagarvala
told him that the Delhi Police officers asked him to help in arresting

Karkare and he never mentioned the newspaper Agrani or Hindu

Rashtra or the editor or proprietor. The only name which Delhi
officers mentioned to Mr. Nagarvala was Karkare’s.

2493 When he was asked whether he had seen Ex. 5A, his reply
was in the negative.

2494 In cross-examination by Mr. Kotwal he said that M.

. Sanjevi did not ask him to find out about the editor of a newspaper.

Upto that time Madanlal had only mentioned three persons, Karkare

" and a Sadhu and a servant as his associates. From what Madanlal

was saying to the investigating officers it appeared that his com-
panions were Marathas from Bombay side but it was not mentioned
that anyone of them was connected with any newspaper. As soon as
Marathas from Bombay were mentioned, he suspected Savarkar and
his group. ‘

24.95 The witness had never heard that the police officers took
a precis of what Madanlal had said. Mr. Sanjevi, he said, had told
him that it would be sufficient if he took the necessary steps on reach-
ing Bombay and Poona but that he should proceed cautiously and
discreetly showing that he did not apprehend a repeat attack by
Madanlal’s co-conspirators. When his attention was drawn to his
statement made previously that one of the persons mentioned was
the editor of the newspaper, Mr. Rana’s reply was that he must

have made that statement under a misapprehension. He had not then

read his previous letters, Ex. 30 and 31. In reply to Commission he
said that he had written in one of his letters that Madanlal had
not made a statement till about the 23rd or 24th January. Mr. Rana
repudiated the suggestion which was going about that Mr. Morarji
Desai never told Nagarvala anything. |

94.96 He said that he had seen a notebook with Nagarvala which
had 7 or 8 names. After going through Ex. 30 he said that these names
did not include anyone who could be said to be an editor of a news-
paper. If it had been mentioned to Nagarvala that one of the asso-
ciates of Madanlal was the editor of a newspaper, that fact would
have been mentioned in the diary.

Nagarval@’s, knowledge of Godse and Apte—

24.97 Mr. Kowal has brought to the notice of the Commission
two more circumstances which militate against Nagarvala being
aware of the Agrani or the Hindu Rashtriya or of their editor and
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proprietor before the assassination of Mahatma Gandhi, These two
. circumstances were—

(1) The information conveyed to Mr. Nagarvala by the detenus
Chavan and Limaye that if Godse was the assassin then
Savarkar must have been at the bottom of the conspiracy
and that Apte must also be in it. And '

(2) when the police went to search the house of Savarkar he
met them in front of his room in the house and asked
them whether they had come to arrest him, showing as
it were a guilty mind.

2498 He has for the purpose of the first relied on the Crime
Report No. 2 of the Bombay Police, dated January 31, 1948. This
report mentions that Chavan and Limaye arrested and detained in
connection with bomb outrages in Bombay disclosed that if Nathuram
Godse was the assailant of Mahatmaji, then the facts would be known
to Savarkar, his Secretary Damle and his bodyguard Kasar. Limaye
also said that Savarkar must be fully aware of the facts because
Godse must have consulted him before carrying out his plot, and
Chavan said that Savarkar was at the bottom of this assassination
and that if N. Godse had committed the offence, Apte must have
been one of his accomplices because Godse never does anything
without taking Apte with him. He has also said that both of them
had gone to Delhi together. Consequent fupon this information,
Damle and Kasar were both interrogated by the police. Further, as
a consequence of their statements, Savarkar’s house was searched
and in Bombay it could not have been done unless the police had
some tangible proof of the complicity of Savarkar. Savarkar was a
prominent Maharashtrian and Hindu Mahasabha leader -and his
arrest or search of his house was not going to be unnoticed by his
fanatical followers and non-fanatical admirers which were hordes.
So the police had to be very careful and circumspect. Mr. Nagarvala
has deposed that if he was arrested before the murder there would
have been a flare up in Maharashtra.

24.99 There is a recital of something which is very significant,
that is, when the police party went to search the house of Savarkar,
he met the party in front of his room and asked them whether thev
had come to arrest him in connection with Gandhiji's murder. Of
course, this is only a statement made and recorded in a police diary
and may not be admissible in evidence im a court of law but if it is
true then it shows that Savarkar was all the time expecting to be
arrested in connection with the murder, the reason for which is not
indicated in the police diary.

24.100 An interrogative questionnaire was issued to the Inspec-
tor General of Police, Delhi, to which replies were given on affidavit.
Naturally the statement is not and cannot be from personal know-
ledge of anyone. It must necessarily be, as indeed it is, based on
official records or whatever exists in ofﬁcié} files after 20.years. In
answer to question No. 6, the Inspector General of Police. Delhi,
has stated that although Madanlall did not make a statement under
section 164 Cr. P.C. he did make a statement before the police which
was recorded in diary No. 1 dated 20th- January, 1948. The steps
taken by the Delhi Police as a result of the statement are also con-
tained therein.

265

24.101 In reply to question No. 10 as to what document was
taken by the two Delhi Police officers when they flew to Bombay
on the 21st January, the reply is that as mentioned in the relevant
case diary a note in English incorporating a precis of the statement
of Madanlal before the police was handed over by Jaswant Singh
to Mr. Nagarvala. Thus, the answers given by the Inspector General
show that there was a statement of Madanlal recorded on the 20th
January, 1948, a precis whereof was sent through Jaswant Singh
and handed over to Mr. Nagarvala and that document is Ex. 5A.
The case on this point is thus identical with that in Ex. 7, the note
of Mr. Sanjevi.

24.102 Now there are two statements purported to have been
made by Madanlal to the Delhi Police as is disclosed by the police
case diaries. The first one-is Ex. 6 or Ex. 36 which was made on the
20th January wvide police diary No. 1 and the second is Ex. 1 which
was made on the 24th January a copy of which was made available
to Mr. Rana on the 25th.

24.103 Mr. Kotwal has drawn the attention of the Commission
to the difference in the contents of the two documents, Ex. 6 and
Ex. 1, as reflected in Ex. 5A. And his submission is that that compa-
rison of the three documents Ex. 6, Ex. 5A and Ex. 1, i.e, the alleged
statement of Madanlal dated January 20, 1948, the document alle-
gedly taken to Bombay and Madanlal’'s police statement dated
January 24, 1948, provides intrinsic evidence that Ex. 5A is not a
precis of Ex, 6 and is more that of Ex. 1 and therefore could not
have been in existence on January 21st when Deputy Superintendent
Jaswant Singh with Inspector Balkishan left for Bombay; and could,
therefore, not have been taken by the two police officers. A compa-
rison of the three documents shows the following difference—

Page 29, top in Ex. 1—

“Karkare, also proprietor of a hotel—Deccan Guest House” are
not in Ex. 6 but they exist in Ex. 5A and in Ex. 1.

“Room No. 2” are not in Ex. 6 but they are in Ex. 1. Besides,
in Ex. 6 the name of the Hotel is “Sharif Hotel” but in
Ex. 1 it is “Sharif Hindu Hotel”. That is so also in Ex. 5A
which may perhaps be a minor discrepancy.

The words “also clothes given for laundry through Ram Singh”
are not in Ex. 6 but they are in Ex. 5-A and also in Ex. 1.

“Rs. 15 for sewing charges of pent and for washing charges”
are not in Ex. 6 but they are in Ex. 5-A.

The name of “Sham Deshpande” is mentioned in Ex, 1 and
in Ex. 5A but not in Ex. 6.

Page 38, middle of Ex. 1—

“Going to Paharganj to get refugees to make noise in the
meeting” appear in Ex. 1 and Ex. 5A but not in Ex. 6.

Similarly, “Om Baba was brought to the Sabha by police” and
“three Marathas came to the Sabha are not in Ex. 6 but
are in Ex. 5A. There is mention of Om Baba in Ex. 1 but
none in Ex. 6.




206

Page 38, middle of Ex. 1—

“On 20-1-1948 Karkare left at 6.00” is not in Ex. 6 but it is
in Ex. 1 and in Ex. HA.

Page 40, middle of Ex. 1—

“Went in tonga with Karkare at 345 pm.” is not in Ex. 6
but they are in Ex. 1 and also in.Ex. 5A.

24.104 A very much more important omission and that is in
Ex. 1 is the non-mention of the editor “Rashtriya” and *“Agrani”
(Maratha newspaper). In Ex. 1 at item No. 3 the description is Pro-
prietor of “Rashtriya” newspaper but in the body of Ex. 1 the word
used is “Hindu Rashtriya”. There is no mention of the word “Agrani”
in Ex. 1 which is longer and later statement nor does the descrip-
tion in item 3 of Ex. 1 fit in with that of the editor of the “Rashtriya”
and the “Agrani” in Ex. 6 which would considerably impair the
authenticity of Ex. 6. ‘

94.105 These omissions in Ex. 6 support Mr. Kotwal’s contention
that Ex. 5A is more like a precis of Ex. 1 than of Ex. 6. At this stage
it would be pertinent to observe that one would have expected if
the statement, Ex. 36 or Ex. 6, had been made and recorded as now
deposed, a copy of it would have been taken by Jaswant Smg}} with
him rather than merely a scrappy precis. It certainly is more intelli-
gible and informative than its purported precis Ex. 5A. Commission
has been unable to discover from the evidence any reason why a
copy of Ex. 6 which was ready by midnight of January 20 should not
have been taken by the police officers to Bombay and a scrappy,
sketchy with meagre identifying description of accused should have
been flown across the skies and why that document contains more
than what Ex. 6 contains and contains things which only Ex. 1 has
and even what that document has not got e.g. editor of “Agrani and
Hindu Rashtriya”. The former evidently became known after the
assagsination and the latter is in Ex. 1 but reference there is to
proprietor and not the editor.

- 24106 Sub-Inspector Dasondha Singh, witness No. 14 has statgd
on oath that para 15 (Ex.36) of case diary No. 1 which is Madanlal’s
first statement was written by him and the statement was as shown
in the diary. He also stated that Jaswant Singh took a copy of the
statement in Urdu of that statement. If this is correct then there
could be no reason for also taking Ex. 5A. And there was ample
time to even get Ex. 36 or Ex. 6 translated into English. Even with-
out an English translation it could have been read out to Mr.
Nagarvala who had served in the Province of Sindh also without
his having to solve a conundrum which Ex. 5A presented.

Mr. Nagarvala, Wit. 83—

24107 Mr. Nagarvala, witness No. 83, has on the other hand
stated that the two officers who came to see him at his office told
him that they had come to arrest “Kirkeree”, and Nagarvala said
that he would give them all the help that they needed from him.
They brought no letter of any kind nor any communication from
_any senior officer. They had a small slip of paper on which one or
two words were scribed in Urdu. That is all that he saw; and when
he was asked whether he had stated in any document or had men-
tioned this to the Home Minister, Bombay, he said that whatever
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he had brought out in his Crime Report dated 30-1-1948 is the sum.
and substance of all the information that he had collected in regard;
to the bomb case upto then, ie., upto that date. And he repeated
tnat officers brought no document of any kind whatever. Document
bx. BA was shown to Mr. Nagarvala and he was asked if Deputy
Superintendent Jaswant Singh brought it to him, and his reply was
that he was seeing it for the first time. He emphasised that the
Delhi Police officers had no other information to give him. Their
request was for arresting Karkare, evenn whose name they did not
know properly, and he emphatically denied that any precis of the
statement of Madanlal was brought to him nor did Bombay Home
Minister give any instructions other thamw in regard to Karkare and
Savarkar. In reply to a question by the Commission, Mr. Nagarvala
said, “They had no documents excepting a small piece of paper on
which they had something written in Urdu—one or two words
written in Urdu”, (The reference is to Jaswant Singh). Commission
asked him again as to Ex. 5A and he said that he was certain that
they did not show it to him and that he had not seen this document
before. All they wanted was the arrest of Karkare.

24.108 The conversation as recorded in Ex. 3, ie., diary No. 3-A,
was read out to Mr. Nagarvala and he said that it never took place

. and as far as he was concerned, it might be a fake.

C.R. Pradhan, Wit. 41—

24.109 Another witness belonging to the Bombay Police whose
statement is relevant is C.R. Pradhan who was at the time a Sub-
Inspector. He stated that Mr. Nagarvala had told him that the
Punjab officers had come for Karkare and he did say that they had
not brought any document with them. If they had brought any such
document, Mr. Nagarvala would have handed it over to him as he
was assisting in the investigation. “I am hundred per cent sure that
no paper was given to Mr. Nagarvala”.

24.110 The sum total of this evidence is this: Mr. Navargala has
stated on oath that Ex. 5A was never shown to him. The two Superin-
tendents of Police of Delhi, Rai Sahib Rikhikesh, witness No. 13, and
Mr. Amar Nath Bhatia, witness No. 17, have said that this was not
the document which was sent to Bombay. As a matter of fact, Rai
Sahib Rikhikesh had not seen this document before and whatever he
wrote, was on a sheet of paper of half foolscap size and it was that
shee?t of paper which according to him was sent to Bombay and Ex.
5A is written on both sides of a full foolscap size sheet of paper.

94.111 In the descriptive part of Ex. 36 (or Ex. 6) the name given
is “the Rashtriya and Agrani” and persons designated is the edifor
though “Maharai” a manager of Rashtriya newspaper is also men-
tioned in the body of the statement. In Ex. 1 which is the fuller state-
ment made on the 24th January after a more vigorous and continuous
interrogation the name of the paper is given as the “Hindu Rash-
triya” and the person is described as proprietor of that paper. The
word “editor” or his name is not there nor is the “Agrani” mentioned.
Ag a matter of fact, the word “Agrani” was used by Nathuram Godse

for the first time after his arrest and it was not used anywhere be-

fore; because no one knew about it. It could not have been mentioned
by Madanlal; it had ceased to exist in July or August 1947 before
Madanlal went to Poona with Karkare.




24.112 On 4th of February, 1948, Madanlal was taken to Bombay
and was examied there by the Bombay rolice, In hig long statement
he did not use the word “Agrant”, krom all thig Mr. sovwal wants
the Lommission to draw the interence that the addition of the word
“Agrani” shows the falsity of both Ex. 5A and Ex. 6 or Ex. 36.

24113 Mr. Kotwal submitted that even Ex. 244 which is a docu-
ment dated 22-1-1948 on a biue sheet of Ppaper and purports to have
been sent to all the C.LD. oiicers and men in Delht giving descrip-
tion of the accused is a false document because of the mention of
“the Agrami’. 'Lhis document is signed by Deputy Superintendent '
Kartar Singh . ot Delhi C. I. D. .it . was wmot - before the Com-
mission when that gentleman was examined and thereiore
he was not asked any _question about this document. But this
document cannot carry tne matter further and must share the fate 4
of Ex. 6, Even if it is not shown to be a false document, it does not '
show that this information was conveyed to Bombay. Besides, it has
the name of Apte which no one knew and it has many corrections in ‘
its description of the accused persons which are in some instances
quite contradictory of each other. And one description conforms to
what was received from the Poona C.I.D. after the murder. Commis- A
siocn considers it unnecessary to subject it to any further analysis on i
criticism and it will be enough to say that the document is not Very. b
helpful in determining the question whether Ex. 5A was taken to
Bombay and shown to Mr. Nagarvala. A photostat copy is attached
herewith and its very look will show that it has little evidentiary
value and is worthless. v
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24.114 Now there is a sharp conflict of testimony. Mr, Nagarvala 4

has denied on oath that Ex. 5A was ever taken to Bombay or shown, - o
to him, Inspector Balkishan’s evidence, the Commission regrets to say;
is not of that quality that it could be of much assistance to the Com-
mission. By remaining outside while his superior officer was having
an interview with Mr. Nagarvala he has pleaded alibi and therefore i’
he can have no personal knowledge. Ctherwise too his testimony can- g
not be said to be characterised by those qualities which would make
it useful.

24115 Fortunately there is some documentary evidence which
can be determinative of this controversial question. This evidence
consists of three documents of undoubted authenticity which is indi-
cative of neither the name IHindu Rashtriya nor the name Agrani
having been disclosed to Delhi Police on the 20th January by Madan-
lal. These three documents are— '»

(1) Special Report of the Superintendent of Police, New Delhi, _ k ' - e
under R. 24.14 of the Punjab Police Rules. Ex. 84, 84A and B ; o

84B. _ 8 ]
(2) Report of Mr. D. W, Mehra presented to the High Powered ] : Ex. 244: (See para 24.113) (
Committee on January 31st or February 1, 1948. Ex. 10 or 1 !
I

Ex. 10A. y
(3) Note of Mr. Sanjevi himself, Ex. 7B, to the Home Ministry : ;
dated February 4, 1948. This document is referred to in his
note Ex. 7 as having been sent as a covering note to the Pri-
vate Secretary to the Home Minister on February, 4, 1948,




i

e

269

24.116(*) The Special Report, Ex. 84 and 84A, bears the signa-
ture of Superintendent Amar Nath Bhatia. Under Punjab Police
Rules then applicable to Delhi and under R. 24.14 and items 13 and
22 thereof the sending of this report was inecumbent on the
Superintendent of Police in cases of Explosive Substances Act. copy
of the report is Ex. 84B. It purports to have been prepared on January
22 and the report sent out on the 26th from the oftice of D.I.G. The
delays in sending out important documents was endemic in Govern-
ment machinery in Delhi also.

In para 2 of Ex. 84 all that is said is that one of the accused “is
known as Karkare and the other is known as Maharaj...........coeeeenns
and four others whose names have not been disclosed by Madanlal
came to Delhi”. Now the omission of any reference to the “Hindu
Rashtriya” or “the Agrani” is most significant because information re-
quired to be sent under statutory rules and under the statutory duty
of the Superintendent of Police, one should think, has to be complete
and descriptive so as to enable the outside police to apprehend the
accused person or persons mentioned in the report or to immediately

" inform the senior police if the accused are within the jurisdiction of

another police. One cannot treat statutory rules as merely procedural

. or just a formality to be complied with in form only without due
_ care and caution. Mr. Amarnath Bhatia has stated that the special
~ report was sent under his signatures and whatever was written therein

was correct in the sense that it was taken from the case diaries of the
investigation prepared by the C.LD. Copies of this special report were
sent from the office of the D.I.G. to the various officers mentioned in
that document. In cross-examination Mr. Amar Nath Bhatia admit-

 ted that the information contained in the report though drafted by
' subordinates must have been from official records, i.e., the case dia-

ries of the bomb case, When an officer of the rank of a District Super-
intendent of Police sends a special report required to be sent under
statutory rules and it is collected from the case diaries, it would not
without anything stronger to the contrary be stretching the law if it
is presumed to be correct according to what was contained in the
case diaries. Tt is significant that in Ex. 84 and Ex. 84A, there is no

" mention of “Hindu Rashtriya” or “Agrani” nor of Poona or Bombay.
Mz, Bhatia was specifically asked about the correctness of the special
. report and his reply was that he got the information regarding the ac-
. cused persons being Karkare, Maharaj, Madanlal and four others

from the police diaries and he could not say why the words “Agrani”
or “Hindu Rashtriya” weré not in the report. The case diary No. il
in paragraph 14 shows that District Superintendent of Police Amar
Nafh Bhatia was present when Madanlal was interrogated on 20th
January snd one should hav2 thought that if the editor of the
“Raghtriya” or the “Agrani” was mentioned by Madanlal on the very

first occasion, it would not have escaped his attention at the time of

the preparation of the special report even if his subordinates had
failed to mention them in the information they gave.

94117(*) In Ex. 10 dated February 1, 1948, which was annexure

VI to Mr. Sanjevi’s note, Ex. 7, Mr. D. W. Mehra, D.I.G., Delhi has
. given what was contained in the statement of Madanlal made on 20th

January 1948. This document was prepared by the D.I.G. Delhi for

4
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presentation to the High Powered Committee on February 1 or Jan-

- uary 31, 1948, perhaps nothing could be higher and the Commission

cannot ascribe casualness or ignorance or inefficiency in compiling it.
It says that in his statement Madanlal had named the following per-
sons in the conspiracy to kill Mahatma Gandhi:—

(1) Karkare, (2) Maharaj, (3) a Maratha of sallow complexion
who generally keeps a muffler round his face and neck.

" Other three were—another Maratha, a servant and another
Maratha,

Thus, even when a note was being sent by the D.I.G. Delhi, Mr.
Mehra, to be presented to the High Powered Committee on February
1, 1948, the editor or proprietor of the Agrani or of the Hindu Rashtra
31‘ c()ai the Rashtriya is not mentioned, a most significant omission in-

eed. :

24.118(*) In Ex. 7B which is annexure VII to Mr. Sanjevi’s note,
Ex. 7, and is dated February 4, 1948, all that is stated is that on the
20th, late at night, Madanlal made a statement implicating six others
of whom he knew the name of only one. In regard to two he gave
vague description of their appearance. There is nothing in Ex. 7B to
show that Madanlal had stated anything further or that he had named
or indicated that there was a person who was either editor or the
proprietor of the “Agrani” or the “Hindu Rashtriya” of Poona or of
any other place.

24.119 Now if tthis document Ex. 7B correctly represents what Mr.
Sanjevi knew then it ig destructive of the claim that besides Kakare,
Madanlal had on the 20th disclosed the participation in the bomb
throwing of the editor or proprietor or both of the Marathi newspaper
the Agrani or the Hindu Rashiriya. -

24120 Thus, we have two highest police officials of the Delhi
Police giving information in two separate documents as to what had
been stated by Madanlal in regard to his co-conspirators; in neither
of these documents is there mention of the Agrani or the Hindu
Rashtra. And they both refer to what Madanlal had stated to the
police on 20th January 1948.

D. W. Mehra, Wit. 23—

;24121 As to how Ex. 10A came into existence is deposed to by
Mr. D. W. Mehra, witness No. 23. He was asked how he came to send
the note to the High Powered Committee when he was not directly
incharge of the investigation. His reply was:—

“I was directed by Mr. Sanjevi,on the telephone to get help of
Bhatia or Rikhikesh and after getting the facts, prepare a
note. This note was sent to Mr. Sanjevi who made certain
corrections on it. It was retyped and sent.”.

When asked why no reference was made to the fuller statement of
Madanlal, Ex. 1, Mr. Mehra’s reply was that he got the facts from
Bhatia and Rikhikesh and whatever they told him to be the state-
ment of Madanlal he accepted that to be correct and on that basis
dictated his note, Ex. 10. He did not know at the time that
a fuller statement had been made. He also said that it

}
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was correct that neither the Agrani nor the Hindu Rashtra was men-
tioned in his note. That was because he had read no statement and
whatever was given to him by the two Superintendents, he took to
be correct. The following question and answer are, in the context, im-
portant :— s

“Q. Would it be correct to infer from this that newspaper
Agrani or Hindu Rashira or their editors were never men-
tioned by Madanlall and it was afterwards that the fact
was introduced?

A. I cannot say anything because I had not seen the original
statements. I took down the facts as given to me by Mr.
Bhattia or Mr. Rikhikesh or both.”

So that if two Superintendents of Police in Delhi when required to
give to their D.I.G. facts required to be presented to the highest in
the land after scrutiny did not include the editor or proprietor of
a highly aggressive and violently anti-Gandhi newspaper the Agrani
or the Hindu Rashtra, it can fairly be inferred that there was no
~mention of it or of them in the case diaries of the Delhi Police. It
can lead only to two alternative conclusions of fact:—

(1) The name the Agrani had not been mentioned by Madanlaj
nor the Hindu Rashtriya.

(2) The police were trying to avoid that name having been
disclosed earlier because if it had been and no steps were
taken to trace him then it would have been an admission

j of negligence simplicitar,

24.122 Coming now to Ex. 7B, the covering note of Mr. Sanjevi
dated February 4, 1948, it appears that this document also was based
on the information which the police officers had given him. Natural-
ly it is on the same lines as Ex. 10 or Ex. 10A.

24.123 Ex. 7B and Ex. 10 or Ex. 10A prove that neither Rai Sahi’b
Rikhikesh nor Mr. Amar Nath Bhatia was aware after }\/Iadanlals
first statement of the name or existence of the “Agrani” or the

. “Hindu Rashtriya”. This supports the contention that on the 20th

January 1948 Madanlal could not have given out the names of the
editor of the Agrani and the Hindu Rashtra. It may be mentioned
that although Madanlal mentioned in his statement, Ex. 13 the proprie-
tor of the “Hindu Rashtriya” he did not even there mention the name
of “the Agrani”. Nor did he mention the name in his long police state-
ment made at Bombay which runs into 63 typed pages. It appeared
for the first time in Godse’s statement after his arrest on 30th Jan«
uary when he was examined for two days by the police at Delhi up
to February 1, 1948. It would not be unreasonable to infer therefore
that Madanlal did not know the name the Agarni and could nof
have disclosed it in his first statement. Besides, in August 1_94’7,, the
Agrani had ceased publication and had redtarted subnomine’ the
“Hindu Rashtra”. It is more reasonable to conclude that Madanlal
would not know the name the Agrani which had by then become
defunct and would know its current name if he knew the name
at all. : s

24.124 In the opinion of the Commission that seems to be a red-
sonable explanation for the omission of the name the Hindu Rash{vd




or the Agrani from the Special Report, Ix. 84, from the report of Mr,
D. W. Mehra, Ex. 10, and from the note of Mr. Sanjevi, Ex. 7TB. They
all must have had a common source, i.e., the police case diaries and
evidently on January 20, 1948, the police did not have the name of
either “the Hindu Rashiriya” or “the Agrani”.

24125 To revert to Mr. Nagarvala, he stated before the Commis-
sion that had he been told on the 22nd January 1948 that the editor
and proprietor of the Hindu Rashtra or the Agrant was an associate
of Madanlal, he would have sent a couple of his officers to Poona to
contact the Poona Police because their addresses were available from
his own records. (Exs. 198, 199 and 199A). His attention was drawn to
the entry in the list of newspapers published in the Province of
Bombay and he said that he was quite familiar with them as he was
using the book frequently.

24.126 Again Mr. Nagarvala, in his cross-examination by Mr.
Kotwal, stated that he kept a note book in which he entered notes ot
the investigationn which he conducted between the 21st and the 30th
of January; and the names of the editor or the proprietor of the
Agrani or the Hindu Rashtra were not there. He added in reply to a
guestion by Commission:—

“I would emphatically say that if I had come to know the names
of the editor or the proprietor of the Agrani, there is no
reason why I should not have taken such action as was
necessary as I took in respect of others, Ex. 5A had not

been shown to me......... there was no reason why I should
not have proceeded against them as I did against the
others”.

He added that the names which the D.I.G. saw in his note book were
not names which he learnt from Madanlal’s statement.

94127 In corroboration of this statement, Mr. Kotwal relied on
the statement of Mr. Rana, witness No. 3 and Mr. Rana’s letter to Mr.
Kamte, Ex. 30. In paras 5and 6 of that letter he had said that he re-
membered that in that note book of Nagarvala’s the names of Badge
anid Karkare were there for whose arrest Nagarvala had started
making efforts since before January 25, 1948, But the names of Godse
and Apte were not there. In that letter it was also mentioned that
Rana met the Home Minister and told him that WNagarvala was on
the right track and should continue on the same lines and that he
also told the D.I.B. the same thing. Mr. Rana as witness No. 3 stated-—

“T can say that if Nagarvala knew or had been informed that
one of the associates of Madanla] was the editor of a news-
paper, that fact would have been mentioned in the diary.”

Mr. Morarji Desai, Wit. 96—

94,128 Mr. Morarji Desai was examined ‘in this connection and
he said that he could not recollect Nagarvala having mentioned to
him about the 21 Punjabis and Maharashtrians with 20 workers under
cach one of them. Details were not conveyed to him  Although in-
vestigation was under his (Mr. Morarji’s) directions, the editor of the
Agrani was not mentioned to him nor did Nagarvala tell him that the
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Delhi Police officers had mentioned the editor of the Agrani as being
one of the conspirators. ¢

“There was not even an inkling of Godse and Apte being in
“the conspiracy before the murder, ......I could not imagine
that it had been committed by someone from Poona. I
knew that the editor of the Agrani was Nathuram Godse.

“Nagarvala never told me (Mr. Morarji Desai) that the Delhi
Police officers who had come to Bombay had asked him to
arrest the editor of the Agrani. If this name had been men-
tioned, even the most incompetent man would have arrest-
ed him. Nagarvala would have identified him at once if
the name of the Agrani had been mentioned.”

Mr. Morarji Desai was again asked if the names of Godse and
Apte were mentioned in the list in which the names of people like
Somnath Kapur were mentioned. His answer was, No, because
Nathuram Godse’s and Apte’s names had not even transpired at that
stage.”

74.129 In his (Nagarvala's) Crime Report, Ex, 185, page 1, it is
stated that the Minister told him that Karkare and Madanlal had
seen Savarkar immediately before their departure to Delhi and he

"had ordered him to apprehend and arrest Karkare who hailed from

Ahmednagar and also to apprehend the associates of Madanlal and
Karkare. : :

24130 The Crime Report also mentions about a suspicious look-
ing person coming to the hotel, known as Arya Pathik Ashram, and
it was decided to keep a watch on room No. 26. Mr. Lall seemed to
suggest that N.D. Apte was staying in Room No. 30 and he was ignor-
ed because the emphasis of Mr. Nagarvala’s investigation was on
Punjabis. To the extent of the emphasis Mr. Lall may not be wrong
but his reference to N. D. Apte appears to be erroneous. He had shift-
ed to the Elphinstone Hotel and was not there on the 25th night.

24.131 If Nagarvala had known anything about the Agrani or the
Hindu Rashtre, the Commission can see no reason why he would not
have kept a watch on him.as he was doing in the case of others
though it proved abortive.

24132 There is then Appendix E attached to the answers to the
questionnaire issued to the Inspector Genera]l of Police, Delhi. This

is an unsigned note of the Superintendent of Police, C.I.D., Delhi

which says that after the arrest of Madanlal, investigation was taken
over by Mr. A.N. Bhatia, Superintendent of Police, New Delhi. The
interrogation of the accused was conducted by the local C.ILD. who
had succeeded in finding out the details of the associates of Madanlal
who hailed from Bombay, Poona and Ahmednagar. He had given
description of other co-accused without their names which he did not
know himself excepting that of Karkare, and “Madanlal had clearly
given out that two of them were the proprietor and editor of Hindu
Rashtra then known as Agrani. About the third, he had said that
although a Maratha, he looked like a Sikh and gave his deseriptions
as well. This man was the owner of the ‘Shastra Bhandar’ at Poona.
......” This document then mentions that the accused stayed at the
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Marina Hotel, Hindu Sharif Hotel and Hindu Mahasabha Bhavan,
Room No. 3. The police searched Room No. 40 in Marina Hotel the
same night and recovered a document. A search was conducted in
Room No. 3 of Hindu Mahasabha Bhavan but nothing incriminating
was found there. In paragraph 4 of that document, it refers to the
recovery of the clothes with the initials N.V.G. (Nathuram Vinayak
Godse) and secret instructions were given to all the C.ID. staff to
keep a careful watch and arrest these persons and a fuller descrip-

- lion was given as stated by Madanlal and not less than seven private

sources were detailed to go to the airport, railway stations ete.

24133 The reference to N.V.G. and to Nathuram Godse is indi-
cative of the instructions being of a date later than the murder be-
cause no one knew of that name before and even the initials N.V.G.
were discovered on 23rd at about 11 A.M. -

24.134 It is unfortunate that a document like Annexure E was
produced at a late stage when the witnesses relevent to those docu-
ments had already been examined not once but more than once and
therefore they could not be asked to comment upon them or be
examined in regard to them.

24.135 This note appears to have a great deal of similarity to
what is contained in Ex. 7, Mr. Sanjevi’s note, and could well be the
basis of that note and whatever is said about note 7 would apply
equally to this note. Reference has already been made to Mr. Mehra’s
note, Ex. 10A, and to Mr. Sanjevi’s note, Ex. 7B. It is not necessary
to repeat what was contained therein except to say that neither of
these documents, although they were written so many days after
the bomb incident and after the first and even the fuller statement of
Madanlal had been recorded and were based on information given
by the two Superintendents of Police, contained the name of the
“Agrani” or the “Hindu Rashtriya”.

24.136 In view of this, the Commission finds it difficult to place
much reliance on an unsigned note which is more descriptive of
associates of Madanlal than any other authentic document placed be-
fore this Commission which came into existence upto the 4th Febr-
uary 1948.

24.137 A review of the evidence oral and documentary dealing
with Ex. 5A does not establish that Ex. 5A was a precis of the first
statement of Madanlal and the Commission is not satisfied that it
was taken to Bombay or shown to Mr. Nagarvala, It is not proved to
have been flown across the skies to Bombay, placed in Mr. Nagar-
vala’s hands and then brought back to Delhi to form part of the police
case diary No. 3-B.

24.138 To sum up, the evidence on the question of Ex. 5A is as
follows—

. (1) The first police case diary dated January 20, 1948 which
closed at midnight on that date was written by and depos-
ed to by Inspector Dasondha Singh, witness No. 14. Para-
graph 15 of this case diary purports to contain the state-
ment of Madanlal wherein are mentioned the editor of the
“Rashtriya and Agrani” Maratha newspaper and its mana-
ger.

(2)

(3)

(o)

(6)

Q76

Diary Ex. 3-A wherein in para 3 reference is made EO the
precis of Madanlal's statement with the note of the Super-
intendent of Police of New Delhi at its foot. It is also
stated in that paragraph that verbally Mr. Nagarvala was

told twice that Madanlal had named Xarkare and had

mentioned the editor of the Hindu Rashiriya newspaper
and it was not known whether the editor belonged to Poona
or the City of Bombay. :

Ex. A itself is as mentioned in the case diary gttachg—zd to
the police case diary No. 3-A giving corroboration to the
statement therein made that the document had been -at-
tached to the diary.

’ (4) Case diary No. 4-B wherein again it is stated that the ac-

cused persons for whom the Delhi Police was looking were
Karkare who belonged to Ahmednagar and was owner or
the Deccan Guest House at Ahmednagar and was a Hindv
Mahasabha leader and also the editor of the Agrani or the
Hindu Rashiriya.

Inspector Balkishan, witness No. 12, although he has not
sperc)‘iﬁcally stated anything in regard to Ex. 5A and has
pleaded alibi has stated that what he has written in the
case diaries was dictated by Deputy Superintendent
Jaswant Singh and he correctly took them down and rnust
be taken to be correct.

aswant Singh was present when Madanlal was e.xamingd
itsgle Parligment St?reet Police Station and even if he did
not have Ex. 5A with him he could and would have given
a resume of the statement of Madanlal gnd mentioned the
editor provided Madanlal had named him. But the diary
does not give any details.

(7) As against this there is the fact that Madanlal who was in

(9)

terrogated for a long time by the C.LD. officers did not
mention the name of the Agrani in his fuller statement
Ex. 1, nor in -his long statement which he made to the
Bombay Police, when he was taken to Bombay on 4-2-1948

and it extends over 63 typed pages. ;

(8) The Agrani had become defunct in July, 1947 and had re-

started under the name “The Hindu Rashtra” and it isuun-
likely that Madanlal would have known the name the
Agrani”.

' The statements of Inspector R.C. Bhatia and of Police Sup-
erintendent A.N. Bhatia do not support the story that the
.document Ex. 5A could have been taken to Bombay. Super-
intendent A.N. Bhatia was definite that the document was
written for his use and was kept on his table and could not
have been taken to Bombay. i ;

#(10) CAD, Superintendent of Police, Rai Sahib Rikhikesh has

iven a different story altogether, i.e., that he had written
gn a half foolscap size sheet of paper and that sheet he
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gave to the police oﬁicers going to Bombay under orders
and in the presence of Mr. Sanjevi and does not know whal
has happened to it. '

(11) There is intrinsic evidence to show that Ex. 5A is not the

(12)

(13)

(14)

precis of Madanlal’s first statement, Ex. 6 or Ex. 36. A com-
parison of Ex. 6 or Ex. 36, Ex. 1 and Ex. 5A shows that there
'ar% m%ny» fiacts stalted in Ex. 5A which do not find place
in Bx. 6 and are only in Ex. 1 and Ex. 1 3 2

the 24th January 1948. ol

Mr R.N.' Bannerjee as witness No. 19 stated that Mr. Sanjevi
at the informal meeting of 31st January 1948 said that a
copy of Madanlal’s statement was taken to Bombay. Ex.7
however, mentions the sending of Ex. 5A and not a full
statement of Madanlal. A copy of Ex. 5A is annexure V
and is Ex. 5, ;

Inspector Dasondha Singh as witness No. 14 has stated that
he gave to Jaswant Singh an Urdu copy of paragraph 15 of
case diary _No. 1, i.e., Ex. 36. But there is nothing stated in
Jaswant Singh’s first case diary, No. 2-B dated January 21
1948, as it should have been vide the statements of the tW(;
Superintendents of Police, of New Delhi and of C.I.D. Delhi.

The Delhi Police officers left at about 4.00 p.m. Paragr

15 of diary No. 1 had, according to official rfcords, beegnarpeII

corded in the diary by 12 midnight of the previous day. -
There was, therefore, plenty of time for a copy of the full

statement contained in Ex. 36 being taken by the Delhi offi-

cers. :

(15) There is a sharp conflict of testimony in regard to Ex. 5A

(16)

Mr: J. D. Nagarvala who was Deputy Commissioner of
Police has stated on oath that he had never seen Ex. 5A
and whatever is contained in case diaries Nos. 3A and 4B
might well be a fake.

There is no mention of the editor or proprietor of the news-
paper Agrani or the Hindu Rashtra in the Crime Report of
the Bombay Police officers. If the Bombay Police officers
were looking for Karkare and Badge but neither of whomn
could they arrest or detect, there seems to be no reason
zv{lly thteﬁ; shotéld th'?}‘xfe %enied the Delhi Police officers
elling them abou e editor and propri 1
and Hindu Rashiriya also. BRIPRITI ity oron

(17) Mr. Rana, DI.G., CID., has stated on oath that he saw a

small diary of Nagarvala in which the names of the sus-
pects of the bomb case were contained and they did not
have the name of Godse or Apte or of editor or proprietor
of the Agrani or Hindu Rashtra. This is further corrcbo-
rated by the correspondence which passed between Mr.
Kamte, Inspector General of Police, Bombay and M.

_ Rana. (Exs. 30—33).

21

(18) There are three important documents the authenticity of
which is above reproach wherein neither the editor nor the
proprietor nor the manager of the Hindu Rashiriya or the
Agrani or both of them put together were mentioned.

One of them, the Special Report, was required under Statutory
Rules to be furnished to officers mentioned in that rule,
The Commission can see no reason why the principal archi~
tect of the conspiracy, which the editor or proprietor of the
Agrani or the Hindu Rashtriya was, should have been
omitted in that document. The other two documents though
nob required under any statutory rule were submitted to
the highest in the land and one cannot imagine that they
would not contain all the information which was available
on the 20th January, 1948.

(19) The Commission does not think that the production of Ex.
244 which purports to be a direction given to the Delhi
C.LD., officers to search for certain persons whose descrip-
tions are contained therein can make any difference as to
the taking or non-taking of the document Ex. 5A to Bombay.
That document is full of contradictions and appears to be
worthless on the very face of it. Reference has also been
made to another document, Appendix ‘E’ of the affidavit of
the Delhi Inspector General of Police to the interrogative
questionnaire issued to him by the Commission. This is an
unsigned note of the Superintendent of Police, C.ID., Delhi,
Tt is undated and it is not indicated as to why this note was
prepared, nor was it put to Rai Sahib Rikhikesh when he
appeared as a witness. Besides, it has all the infirmities
which have been pointed out in connection with Ex. 5A
and has many more.

94.139 The Commission has, therefore, to balance the above evi-
dence and to determine as to whether Ex. 5A was or was not taken
to Bombay police officers by the Delhi Police officers and the infor-
mation therein contained given to Mr. Nagarvala. The Commission,
ecannot overlook the fact that in support of Ex. 5A there are the police
case diaries No. 1, 3 and 4-B which presumably were written on the
dates they purport to have been written although even Mr, AN.
Bhatia, the then Superintendent of Police of New Delhi has cast
doubts on Ex.3-A and 4-B having been written in Bombay. His state-
ment was that they must have been written in Delhi and could not
have been written in Bombay. And Mr. Rana in Ex. 30 dated April
15, 1948 when the matter must have been fresh in his mind had said
Wadanlal had made no statement upto 21st January.

94140 At the same time the Commission cannot lose sight of the
importance of the three documents—(a) Ex.84. 84-A and 84-B; (b)
Ex 7-A, 7B; and (c) Ex. 10-A. These documents have been collective-
1y described as three documents. They are of undoubted authenticity
and thev are so important that one finds it difficult to see why infor-
mation of such sreat importance as the mention of the editor »nd pro-
prietor of the Agrani or the Hindu Rashtriya (Rashira) should have
been omitted therefrom. There is also the oral evidence of Inspector
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Dasondha Singh that he did give an Urdu copy of the first statemen

of Madanlal and the statement of Mr. R. N. Bannerjee which tends to
the same conclusion.

24.141 And what is of the utmost importance is the fact that
Ex. 5A contains many facts which are not contained in Ex. 6, the state-
-ment alleged to be made on the 20th January, but find a place in
Ex. 1, the fuller statement of Madanlal made on 24th January and
by then, according to Delhi Police case, Ex.5A had been flown to
Bombay and brought back. This fact is wholly destructive of Ex. 5A
- being a precis of the first statement of Madanlal or its having been
taken by Deputy Superintendent J aswant Singh to Bombay when he

flew to that place on January 21 or having been brought back on the
24th. .

24.142 From all this it cannot be held to be proved that the docu-
ment Ex. 5A was in existence on 21st J anuary or was taken to Bom-
bay; or to put it more simply, that any information in regard to the
editor and proprietor of the Marathi newspaper the Agrani or Hindy

Rashtriya was conveyed to Bombay Police by Jaswant Singh and
Balkishan.
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CHAPTER XXV
A
INVESTIGATION IN BOMBAY

' the following facts have to be kept in view.

252 The information by Professor Jain was given to Mr. Morarji
" Desai on the 21st which he passed on to Mr, Nagarvala in the evening
the same day and Mr. Nagarvala alerted his contacts and informers.
‘Godse and Apte returned to Bombay on the 23rd January evening and
ayed in various hotels under assumed names and left for Delhi by
‘the Air-India plane on the 27th morning. During this period they went
' to Thana to hold confabulations with Karkare and Gopal Godse at
house of G.M. Joshi, and at the railway station platform. There-
ore, they were in Bombay for about three and a half days. V.R.
rkare reached Thana from Delhi on the morning of the 26th and
t Bombay Central for Delhi by the Frontier Mail on the 27th. Ac-
ording to evidence, he was in Greater Bombay for three hours. The
est of the time he was most probably at Joshi’s house at Thana.
opal Godse,after leaving Delhi on the 21st morning, went straight
o Poona and was there excepting for a visit to Thana and Bombay
a short time in between. Evidence shows that he was in Greater
ombay for about 6 hours Badge and Kistayya left Delhi on the 20th
nd went straight to Poona reaching there on the 22nd and they never
eturned to Greater Bombay of their ewn accord. When judging the
' performance of the Bombay Police, these facts have to be taken into
onsideration.

 25.3 In between the period from: 22nd to the 30th two things hap-
ened. Two Delhi police officers came to arrest Karkare and to seek
‘the aid of Mr. Nagarvala. It is controversial between Delhi police and
ombay police as to what information they had and what informa-

n they gave. There is no doubt that they knew about Karkare be-
ause they wanted to arrest him. The police diaries are vague in re-
urd to the information they gave to Mr, Nagarvala except that they
anded over to him Ex. 5A of which a note was kept by Mr. Nagarvala
" which fact is denied by Mr. Nagarvala. The second fact is that Mr.
| 1. Rana reached Bombay on the 27th evening. He had with him the

fuller statement of Madanlal, Ex. 1, which amongst other things made
" mention of the proprietor of the “Hindu Rashtriya’” ag one of the con-
 spirators. Both Mr. Rana and Mr. Nagarvala say that Mr. Nagarvala
" did not read this statement. To say the least, this was rather a surpris-
" ing conduct because if Mr. Nagarvala was even making an inquiry, the
information which was contained in Ex. 1 should have been of the

reatest importance to him.

Information given to Mr. Nagarvala by Morarji Desai

. 254 What information was conveyed to Mr. Nagarvala, the Deputy
| Commuissioner of Police of Bombay, by Mr, Morariji Desal must neces-
arily demend upon what information he himself got from Professor
281 \

25.1 In considering the investigation or inquiry by Bombay Poiicé,
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‘ja‘jn and on what information Professor Jain in his tumn received
from Madanlal. '

25.5 Professor Jain was P.W. 67 at the trial and what Madanlal
told him was deposed to by him in the trial court and before the Com-
mission when he appeared as witness No. 27. Professor Jain in court
said that Madanlal had told him that the Seth, named Karkare, was
financing him, that a party had been formed at Ahmednagar which
also Karkare was financing and that that party was collecting arms
and ammunition which had been dumped in a jungle. He also told
him that Vir Savarkar knowing about his exploits had called him,
patted him on his back and had said, “carry on”; and that it was that
party which had plotted against the life of Mahatma Gandhi. :

~ 25.6 Before the Commission, Professor Jain’s statement on this

point was that Madanlal had told him that there was a conspiracy to
murder\ and when he (Prof. Jain) asked him who was to be murdered,
Madanlal named Mahatma Gandhi which left him flabbergasted. He
also told him that Karkare was financing the party which had been
formed at Ahmednagar and a dump of arms and ammunition had been
collected and hidden in a jungle but Madanlal could not say where
that jungle was as he was taken there blindfolded. Madanlal further
told him that he was going to throw a bomb which would cause a
confusion and Gandhiji would be overpowered.

25.7 Evidence given both by Prof. Jain and by Mr. Morariji
Desai as to the information given by Madanlal to Prof. Jain and by
Prof. Jain to Mr. Morarji Desai. As said above they have given their
respective accounts before the Court at the trial and before the
Commission.

25.8 Prof. Jain in Court said that he met Mr. B.G. Kher at the
Secretariat and then the Home Minister Mr. Morarji Desai. “I then
told them everything what I knew about Madanlal”. Before the Com-
mission his §tatement.wag that he saw Mr. Kher in his office and nar-
rated the whole thing to him. Then Mr. Kher left and put him (Jain)
in contact with Mr. Morarji Desai the Home Minister. “Mr. Morarji
Desai listened to my story. I suggested to him that as Madanlal had
been arrested, I should be sent to Delhi tb talk to Madanlal and then

I would try to get the whole story from him......... ... I told him that
excepting Karkare, Madanlal had not given me any other names.
Madanlal had said that he did not know other names............ Madanlal

disclosed to me that there was a place where the arms had been kept
and the place was guarded by some Sikh, a man having a beard......
Madanlal had also told me that he was taken to that place blindfolded.
I narrated all this to Mr. Morarji Desai”. He added that he realised
that the man must have been Badge because he looked like a Sikh.

25.9 Mr. Morarji Desai at the trial stated as P.W. 78 that at about
4.00 P.M. on 21st January, 1948 Mr. Kher sent for him and introduced
him to Prof. Jain. Prof. Jain then told him his story. He said that
Madanlal had left Bombay for Delhi about 3 or 4 days before the ex-
plosion: that before leaving for Delhi Madanlal had discussions with
him and had told him that he and his friends had decided to take the
life of a great leader. When pressed, he gave the name of Mahatma s
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Gandhi. He also named Karkare as the person with whom he was
working at Ahmednagar. Jain further said that Madanlal had told
him about his visit to Savarkar and also that there was a dump of
arms and ammunition and explosives at Ahmednagar, and that some
explosives were stored at Poona. Prof. Jain further said that Madanlal
had told him that he and his companions were going to Delhi to
achieve their objective. After hearing this narrative Mr, Morarji Desai
called Nagarvala but he could not come immediately and at the Central
Railway Station the same evening at 8.15 he gave the whole narrative
. to Nagarvala and asked him to arrest Karkare and to keep a close
~ watch on Savarkar’s house, He met Sardar Patel at Ahmedabad the
. following day and gave him the information which Jain had conveyed
~ to him. . :

. 2510 Before this Commission Mr. Morarji Desai was witness No.
. 96. His statement was the same because his statement in court was
~ admitted and made a part of hig testimony before the Commission.
He also said that he was anxious to give the information to Sardar
atel and specifically went to Ahmedabad for the purpose, as also
ecause Sardar had to-lay the foundation stone of some building.

2511 To Nagarvala Mr. Desai gave the whole story but did not
“ask him to arrest Savarkar because there was no evidence against him.
= “T had a very strong feeling”, he said, “that Savarkar was behind the
. conspiracy and that is the reason why I asked his house to be parti-
. cularly watched”. Mr, Morarji Desai considered the story of Jain to
 be genuine. Jain was in a nervous state because he was feeling guilty
' in his mind that he had not informed the authorities earlier. “If Prof.
Jain had told us earlier it would have been easy for us to have trailed
. Madanlal, Karkare and Savarkar and from that it was possible to find
| the others”. Prof Jain did not say anything about the intentions of
| these persons to kidnap Mahatma Gandhi and so the first time that
" they came to know about the kidnapping theory was when the police
. officers were asked to give their explanations in November, 1949 after
" the strictures passed by Judge Atma Charan.

, 25.12 Thus, we have the whole story of what Mada,_nlal told Prof,
' Jain and what Prof. Jain related to Mr. Morarji Desai who in turn
| gave the whole story to Nagarvala.

9513 It was argued by Mr. Kotwal that if these were the facts, i.e.
" Madanlal and Karkare were from Ahmednagar, dump of arms was also
ot Ahmednagar, the proper person to be informed of these facts and
| proper person who should have been asked to take action would be Mr.
| Kamte, the Inspector General of Police and not Mr. Nagarvala because
\ Mr. Kamte’s jurisdiction egtended over the whole of the Proyince of
| Bombay and Mr. Nagarvala’s was confined to only within the T}Ry:of
- Bombay and because Mr. Nagarvala could not have taken any action
,' in regard to the conspiracy which was formed outside the city of Bom-
" bav ie. at Ahmednagar. Further; Mr. Morarji Desai had. put fetters
" on Mr. Nagarvala not to-disclose these facts to other ,o.ﬁ‘ice;rs and he
himself did not - disclose to Nagavala the name of his informant.
"But this argument loses sight of the fact that there was the name of
| Savarkar who was at the base of the whole conspiracy and Mr,
b orarji Desai had a strong feeling that Savarkar wag behind the con-
‘Bpiracy and that was the reason why he asked Savarkar’s house fo be



